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Abstract 
Evaluating the Effectiveness of a Leadership Studies Program. James P. Hopkins, 2013. 
Applied Dissertation, Nova Southeastern University, Abraham S. Fischler School of 
Education. ERIC Descriptors: Undergraduate Study, Student Experience, Program 
Effectiveness, Program Evaluation, Leadership 
 
This case study reported on the effectiveness of the Jepson School of Leadership Studies 
program of instruction at the University of Richmond. The research extended and 
replicates research of a similar nature completed by Brungardt (1997) at Fort Hays State 
University and Funk (2005) at Kansas State University. The study investigated if the 
academic programming was an effective change agent−were the attitudes, behaviors, or 
knowledge of the graduating seniors affected, and, if so, how. The study also reviewed 
which curriculum components−pedagogy, course content, or service learning−were most 
effective. This mixed-methods study focused on the perennial question surrounding 
academically based leadership studies programs−are they effective? While effectiveness 
and causation are the main themes of this research, the study also addressed the utility of 
mixed-methods research on leadership topics and the need for further research into 
programs offering leadership studies degrees.   
 
The results suggested that students changed by growing in leadership capacity and 
efficacy through their Jepson School academic experiences. Quantitative instruments 
reflect growth in leadership behaviors from the sophomore to senior years and an overall 
satisfaction with the Jepson academic programming. The qualitative instruments added 
weight and meaning to quantitative results by explaining program impacts and benefits 
from a student, alumni, and key staff perspective. The results of this study matched the 
results of previous research and suggested that academic leadership studies programs are 
effective change agents. 
 v 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Statement of the Problem 
The efficacy of the concept of leadership has never been questioned. In an 
increasingly interconnected world characterized by complex strategic issues, 
globalization, abbreviated decision cycles, decentralized operations, exploding 
information streams, and questionable corporate ethical conduct, leadership is seen as 
both necessary and crucial in affecting solutions (Greenwald, 2010). Concomitant with 
this view of leadership as an enabler of bold action and as a crucial change agent, higher 
education recognized the potential of teaching curricular-based educational programs in 
response to the myriad of challenges facing modern society. Beginning in the early 
1990s, this movement within higher education gathered momentum and eventually led to 
the rise of an assortment of new leadership education programs and venues.   
This explosion of the number and type of leadership programs was linked to the 
perceived benefits to individuals, organizations, and society. Spralls, Garver, Divien, and 
Trotz (2010) attributed the growth in leadership education programs to four factors: first, 
leadership development is an integral part of university and college mission statements; 
second, recent scandels in the business and political world have caused American society 
to demand that the academy has a role and can do a better job in this area; third, research 
in the leadership field has resulted in a shift away from the perception that leadership is 
innate and toward a view that leadership can be taught and learned; and, fourth, the 
recognition that the impetus for such programs is reflected in changes in workplace soft 
skills, such as an increased reliance on teamwork and collaboration.  
Leadership, in general, has the potential to offer solutions and benefits of mutual 
interest to both leaders and followers, organizations and communities, hence the 
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perceived value of leadership programs as an enabler for individual growth and 
development, and as a potential solution to organizational challenges. U.S. Secretary of 
Education Duncan (2010) viewed such programs as boosting the comunication, problem-
solving, and creativity capabilities of college students as well, and noted that employers 
seek college graduates who communicate effectively, can work in teams, innovate, and 
learn independently. In general leadership, an amorphous and little understood 
phenomena, is seen as a mysterious enabler, a force that can lift a struggling organization 
from insolvency, or refocus committed and responsible citizens toward achieving a 
common good. The incentives for higher education to craft, administer, and study 
leadership as an academic discipline, as a vehicle to enable citizens or organizations to 
reach their potential, is, therefore, easily understood. Leadership programs of all venues 
have the potential to improve human potential and uplift communities and societies.  
This project analyzes one high-profile, higher education program, the 
undergraduate leadership studies program at the University of Richmond, Jepson School 
of Leadership Studies. In the literature, the challenges to higher education of constructing 
a program of leadership studies is documented. One key challenge remains unanswered 
and is the focus of this project−are leadership studies programs effective? Does the 
academic study of leadership change behaviors, attitudes, or knowledge, and, if so, how? 
Is the study of leadership a worthwhile endeavor for higher education? Is there a 
trajectory or domain that can be generalized from a particular program, and can 
improvements be suggested?    
In this study, contentious areas related to curricular-based programs are reviewed, 
including the lack of a commonly agreed definition of the term leadership (Ciulla, 2008; 
Komives, Dugan, Owen, Slack, & Wagner, 2011). For the purposes of this project, 
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however, a definition provides an important point of departure for discussions, because 
this research was linked to a learner’s understanding of the concept of leadership. The 
empirical nature of this analysis will be aided by a definition even if there is not a 
concensus on the definition itself. To further the conversation on leadership studies as an 
academic discipline, a definition is needed, simply because definitions represent the most 
basic of frameworks to construct an empirical study.  
Burns (1978), the original and one of the most renowned of leadership scholars, 
stands as the most prominent spokesman for studying the leadership phenomina. While 
not all agree with Burns’ ideas, Burns’ definition contains the common elements and the 
concepts leadership scholars find most enduring, consequential, and substantive. 
Additionally, Burns’ conceptualizations about leadership are found indirectly in most 
mission statements and statements of purpose at leadership studies programs. 
Accordingly, Burns’ definition is adopted for the purposes of this study. According to 
Burns, “Leadership over human beings is exercised when persons with certain motives 
and purposes mobilize, in competition and conflict with others, institutional, political, 
psychological, and other resources so as to arouse, engage, and satisfy the motives of 
followers” (p. 19). Burns’ definition provided a point of reference for program analysis 
and discussion. It contains the concepts and themes that resonate in most undergraduate 
leadership program curricula, including the interplay of relationships, values, and 
personality. The context and specific objectives of this project are articulated in the 
Chapter 1 discussion. 
The topic. While leadership programs are well entrenched in corporate and 
military organizations, in the past two decades educational institutions have also 
recognized the importance of these programs. Leadership studies programs have 
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proliferated at an amazing rate in the past twenty years. Today, some 1,500 institutions 
offer leadership programs in several formats, such as development or training programs, 
or as academic majors or minors. Of those, 77 institutions offer curricular-based degree 
programs, ranging from bachelors to doctors of philosophy and 49 institutions offer either 
leadership studies as an academic minor or major (International Leadership Association 
[ILA], 2010). Indicative of this growth also is the proliferation in the number and type of 
scholarly journals, publications, and organizations that enable the leadership community 
to grow and prosper intellectually. The Journal of Leadership Education, the Leadership 
Quarterly, the Journal of Leadership Studies, as well as organizations, such as the ILA 
and the Center for Creative Leadership, are examples of extant periodicals and scholarly 
organizations whose purpose is to further inform and guide practices in the field of 
leadership development.  
The origins of higher education leadership education programs have been driven 
by social needs and competitive forces within the United States. Thelin (2004) stated that 
key social, political, and economic factors have shaped the context and structure of 
higher education. Programs of higher education leadership studies are no exception to 
Thelin’s nexus between social context and changes in higher education. Ayman, Adams, 
Fisher, and Hartman (2003) recorded that modern (i.e., 20th century) leadership studies 
programs originated from the rugged individualistic nature of the American pioneer 
experience; the competitive structure of American business, which emphasized leadership 
talents; and the role of democracy, which emphasized the participation and 
responsibilities of citizenship. More recently, the impact of technology, the importance of 
aligning organizations with rapid change, the rise of competitive global markets, the 
growth of an empowered, diversified, and technologically savvy work force, the scrutiny 
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of the ethical dimensions of corporate leadership, and cultural initiatives of morally 
responsible and ethical citizenry, are, but a few of the many forces, driving the need for 
leadership development programs at the organizational level. That need translated into a 
relatively recent impetus for higher education to design and promulgate leadership 
programs that produce potential organizational leaders, enhance decision making, or 
empower citizens.  
Leadership studies majors are relatively new to the academic landscape, with 
most programs originating between 1992 and 2003 (Brungardt, Greenleaf, Brungart, & 
Arensdorf, 2006). According to Burkhardt and Zimmerman-Oster (1999), the objective of 
these programs−to develop leadership in order to “promote understanding and 
commitment to good citizenship”−is nested in most mission statements of postsecondary 
institutions and is focused on outcomes that emphasize theory with some practical 
application (p. 51). Programs of leadership studies attempt to understand what leadership 
is, rationalize why and how the leader-follower relationship works, understand the 
important components of leadership, and present leadership in contextual situations to 
understand its dynamics (Ciulla, 2004). Black and Earnest (2009) suggested that the 
focus of modern leadership studies programs is to develop the leadership skills of 
students and to enhance content knowledge of various topics related to the study of 
leadership. The outcomes of leadership studies program were seen by higher education as 
an enabler of change for the dedicated and motivated student, as the student’s newfound 
leadership knowledge and classroom experiences transformed into new attitudes and 
behaviors of benefit to the student’s workplace and community (Black & Earnest, 2009).  
Recognizing their utility, institutes of higher education have endorsed leadership 
studies as an academic program at the undergraduate and graduate levels, in growing 
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numbers, either as a major, minor, or stand-alone course. Students also have 
acknowledged the need for such programs even if the need is viewed as transactional in 
nature (Spralls et al., 2010). Greenwald (2010) recorded that students are flocking to 
undergraduate leadership studies programs in large part because of the “skills, 
knowledge, and qualities such programs cultivate: self-reliance, social and cultural 
capital, appreciation for lifelong learning, creativity, conflict-resolution and team-
building skills, ethics, and understanding of economics” (p. A3). These needs can be 
segmented into various types of leadership programs. Academic programming then 
generally includes the recognition that there are three forms of leadership programs with 
differing outcomes and objectives-leadership education, leadership development, and 
leadership training, all of which can be encompassed in an undergraduate leadership 
studies curriculum (Allen & Roberts, 2011; Ayman et al., 2003; Riggio, Ciulla, & 
Sorenson, 2003).  
The research problem and deficiencies in the evidence. While there is an 
abundance of literature on leadership programs, theories of leadership, and leadership 
processes, there remains a dearth of research literature on the effectiveness of degree 
granting leadership studies programs (Black & Earnest, 2009; Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 
2005). There are many aspects of this knowledge gap. The National Clearinghouse for 
Leadership Programs (2011) web site documented three major deficiencies in academic 
programming for collegiate-level leadership programs: (a) a gap between theory and 
practice, (b) lack of clarity on the leadership development needs of collegiate students, 
and (c) uncertainty regarding the influence on the collegiate environment on leadership 
development outcomes. Eich (2008) noted the dearth of empirical research on leadership 
studies program quality and other program curriculum activities that contribute to a 
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student’s leadership development and learning. This lack of scholarly research on 
outcomes is problematic. Despite the popularity and proliferation of leadership 
development programs, all literature pointed to the same conclusion, that few studies 
have documented the student, institutional, and community outcomes of these programs 
(Burkhardt & Zimmermann-Oster, 1999; Funk, 2005).  
Brungardt (1997) and Funk (2005) noted in their dissertations that only four 
research studies were completed in the past 20 years on evaluating the effectiveness of 
such programs. Then, a key question to stakeholders is, without validating outcomes, how 
will students and institutions of higher education know if the programs are effective and, 
therefore, a worthwhile endeavor? In this age of greater accountability, more financial 
constraints, and increased scrutiny of resource allocation decisions, academic 
programming has to be defendable and justifiable (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). 
Additionally, little research has been conducted on the level of change a participant 
experiences from a leadership studies program, the nature of the change, and if that 
change is truly transformational (Black & Earnest, 2009; Cress, Astin, Zimmerman-
Oster, & Burkhardt, 2001).  
In addition to the paucity of research on evaluating the outcomes of leadership 
studies programs, an additional concern is the lack of a comprehensive and unified model 
used by higher education to evaluate and measure leadership development programs 
(Black & Earnest, 2009). Part of this problem can be attributed to the different focuses of 
institutions perhaps as a result of differing beliefs on leadership paradigms. Other 
challenges to consistency in assessment may lie in a failure of researchers to consider 
how a leadership identity develops and to identify the processes that contribute to 
leadership capacity building (Wagner, 2009). Regardless, the study of curricular-based 
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leadership studies programs remains an enigma, in large part because of the many 
elements remaining to be thoroughly researched and subjected to scholarly analysis.  
Background and justification. A preliminary review of the literature revealed 
that there was very little scholarly research or literature on what educational methods and 
approaches are most effective in developing capabilities in undergraduate leadership 
studies programs (Brungardt, 1997; Burkhardt & Zimmerman-Oster, 1999; Funk, 2005). 
In fact, only four studies, two of which were doctoral dissertations, were recorded in the 
literature. Documented evidence of the shortfall of research on the effectiveness of 
educational leadership studies programs was found in the three benchmark reports 
(Brungardt, 1997; Burkhardt & Zimmerman-Oster, 1999; Funk, 2005), and the Journal of 
Leadership Studies article “Quality and Impact of Educational Leadership Programs: A 
National Study” (Shen, Cooley, Ruhl-Smith, & Nannette Keiser, 1999). The benchmark 
reports posited that while scholary research on leadership programs was abundant, little 
research existed on the question, “were leadership programs effective,” and, if so, what 
educational methods and approaches were best practice. The study also illuminated 
research in leadership program assessment shortfalls, and solicited additional research on 
different impact parameters (Shen et al., 1999). It was conclusive, then, that a vacuum in 
research information and analysis exists on the problem of validating educational 
outcomes for educational leadership programs, and that the gist of further research should 
be centered on documenting the effectiveness of educational outcomes with respect to 
institutional goals.  
An additional major issue was the lack of concensus on standards and 
methodology to evaluate leadership education programs. While the Chambers (1992) 
model offered the only validated rubric for institutions to assess the effectiveness of 
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leadership programs, it was limited by its focus on noncredit and certificate leadership 
development programs, which typically fall under an umbrella of programs managed by a 
student services or student affairs department, and not an academic department or 
separate school. Leadership studies programs, which focus on the academic study of 
leadership across many disciplines, should have a more exacting standard, because they 
are offered as degreed majors or minors, and promise a greater return simply because of 
the investment of time, effort, and resources.   
The final justification associated with this study was whether the academic study 
of leadership is a worthwhile pursuit for higher education. The literature was filled with 
arguments by proponents and critics of leadership studies, and is examined further in 
Chapter 2. The focus of this writer’s research would reinforce whether leadership studies 
is an effective scholarly pursuit and, hopefully, make transparent the areas in which it can 
be strengthened. Additionally, it would add to a growing body of emerging information 
on the efficacy of leadership studies programs.   
Audience. This research benefited the growing body of colleges and universities 
who oversee leadership studies curricular-based programs and those who administer and 
provide the programmatics to support such programs. It also enhanced the utility of 
assessment methods by expanding the knowledge of the community on the efficacy of 
using mixed-methods research methodologies. The research issues associated with 
evaluating leadership studies programs can be addressed through qualitative and 
quantitative research techniques using survey and interview data, which focus on 
behavioral, attitudinal, or cognitive variables (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 2005). While the 
research design is explained in a subsequent chapter, the qualitative component will add 
granularity and context, and explain quantitative results. The study included an 
10 
 
evaluation of the undergraduate leadership program using questionaires, self-reporting 
instruments, interviews, and individual student portfolio analysis.  
The setting required that a typical curriculum would be evaluated. The researcher 
received approval to evaluate the University of Richmond’s renowned leadership studies 
program, which is housed in the university’s Jepson School of Leadership Studies. The 
researcher’s role in relation to the Jepson School would be seen as one that was mutually 
beneficial. The institution would gain insights into institutional effectiveness venues, 
such as the viability of its curriculum, in addition to receiving feedback from students on 
the effectiveness of the academic programming and structure. The institution would also 
receive an analysis that contains recommendations for improvement. 
There are two groups of stakeholders that will benefit from this research. 
Practitioners and administrators at colleges and schools offering leadership programs 
would gain insight into one college’s general theory of teaching and leadership and, from 
this, gain additional context and perspective that they could find useful for their own 
programs. Second, this project contributed to the body of research concerning the 
effectiveness of leadership studies programs in higher education, of which there was a 
dearth of scholarly work. In particular, the Jepson School of Leadership Studies is 
argueably the most notable and famous academic program among higher education 
institutions that offer leadership as an academic major or minor. The University of 
Richmond has invested a tremendous amount of resources, energy, and political, social, 
and economic capital to provide a world-class program. This study would benefit the 
university by assessing whether the program’s goals, objectives, and learning outcomes 
were being achieved and, in a broader sense, whether any general theories applicable to 
leadership studies programs in higher education could be derived.  
11 
 
Program to be Evaluated 
Established in 1992, the Jepson School of Leadership Studies at the University of 
Richmond is the nation’s first school to award an undergraduate degree in leadership. 
This section of the dissertation documented the history and establishment of the Jepson 
program. The mission, purpose, and philosophical roots of the program were 
summarized, and the curriculum contruct and content were discussed. While degree-
granting programs in leadership have exploded, the Jepson program remains a unique 
program and perhaps represents a point of departure for similar programs due to its 
innovation. The Jepson program is grounded in the liberal arts with a multidisciplinary 
curriculum that is centered on ethics.  
The origins of the Jepson School grew from the assumption that higher education 
has an important role in developing students for leadership responsibilities, and that the 
essence of leadership is a call to civic responsibilities and service (Ciula, 2011; Notes on 
the Founding of the Jepson School of Leadership Studies: An abridged Draft No. 4, 
2011). The Jepson School of Leadership Studies was created in 1992 as the result of a 
$20 million challenge gift by the Jepson family and was the first higher education 
institution in the United States to offer an academic undergraduate degree, a bachelor of 
arts in leadership studies (Brungardt et al., 2006; Notes on the Founding of the Jepson 
School of Leadership Studies: An abridged Draft No. 4, 2011). Notes on the Founding of 
the Jepson School of Leadership Studies: An abridged Draft No.4 (2011) reflected the 
original recommendation, articulated the philosophic reasons for the Jepson enterprize, 
and provided the impetus for the curriculum and program dynamics. Jepson’s central 
academic programming themes resonate with the ideals of bettering society by 
developing an individual’s leadership potential through a multidisciplinary curriculum 
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rich in ethics, service learning, and the humanities. An education focused toward ethical 
and responsible leadership based on a liberal arts core, stands as the essential element of 
the Jepson program. Additionally, Brungardt et al. (2006) stated that the chief learning 
outcomes of the Jepson Leadership Studies Major are to develop “critical and ethical 
leaders who pursue change in organizations and communities [and to develop students 
who] understand the moral responsibilities of leadership and are prepared for leadership 
in service and society” (pp. 12-15 ). In accordance with the school’s initial proposal 
(Notes on the Founding of the Jepson School of Leadership Studies: An abridged Draft 
No. 4, 2011), the Jepson School of Leadership Studies was founded with the following 
needs in mind: 
Today’s citizens must have the knowledge, ability, and imagination to anticipate, 
adapt to, and drive change. Modern democracy requires citizens who can think 
critically, reason ethically, and effectively participate in determining the future. 
Successful organizations in the pluralistic world must be populated by individuals 
who understand group processes and how to guide them effectively while 
maintaining the proper respect for all participants. (Preface) 
 
 Assumptions and theoretical basis of the Jepson program. While most college 
curriculum focuses on students acquiring knowledge or skills to gain employment in the 
workplace, a leadership studies program inherently informs on leadership as a 
phenomonena and a practice. Colleges that offer academic programs on the study of 
leadership have vastly different approaches and philosophies however (Brungardt et al., 
2006). Most leadership studies programs are based on a liberal arts background 
(Brungardt et al., 2006; Riggio et al., 2003). The stated intent of this approach is, 
according to Ciulla (2011), to “acquire knowledge that is good in itelf and to educate 
citizens to live and make choices in a free society” (p. 20). The Jepson School has  
modeled its academic programming on the liberal arts. Key questions surrounding the 
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Jepson program include the philosophical underpinings that formed the construct for the 
curriculum, as well as answering the basic question regarding the reason for teaching 
leadership studies with this approach.  
The Jepson program was founded with an assumption that there is a special need 
for teaching students the ethical and moral dimensions of leadership, and that a call for 
service is best met with leaders who are grounded in ethical leadership. The Jepson 
program is unique in that the centerpiece of its curriculum is built around the humanities 
and includes studies of leadership through the lens of seven disciplines: economics, 
history, literature, philosophy, politics, psychology, and religion (Ciulla, 2011). 
According to Ciulla (2011), it is the humanities that “helps us to understand the context 
and values that shape a relationship of leaders to followers and the phenomenon of 
leadership itself” (p. 23). Accordingly, the Jepson program included assumptions that an 
effective presentation is liberal arts based on the humanities. Additionally, Notes on the 
Founding of the Jepson School of Leadership Studies: An abridged Draft No.4 (2011) 
and subsequent updates concluded that the program would be based on the following 
assumptions: 
1. While the core of the program is liberal arts, a leadership studies program must 
be multidisciplinary, drawing from the humanities, sciences, social sciences, and 
arts, as well as a student’s experiences. 
 
2. A leadership studies program should include theoretical knowledge, as well as 
practical application. 
 
3. A leadership studies program must include a focus on ethical and responsible 
leadership. 
 
4. A leadership studies program should enable and empower a student’s sense of 
civic responsibility and citizenship. 
 
5. The problems requiring the effective application of leadership are complex, 
multifaceted, and global in scope required a leadership studies program that is up 
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to the task. 
 
6. The curriculum should endeavor to enlighten that leadership is not only a 
position, but also a process and relationship among people. 
 
7. A leadership studies program can be an enabler for students to think critically, 
reach creative or innovative solutions on complex problems, communicate 
effectively, and manage change in dynamic and challenging environments. 
 
8. Leadership can be a catalyst for social movements and redressing social justice 
in a democratic society. (p. 6)  
 
Mission and purpose. The mission of the Jepson School of Leadership Studies 
(2013) is to  
draw upon the liberal arts to advance the understanding of leadership and the 
challenges of effective and ethical engagement in society, [and has a stated 
purpose of] exploring fundamental questions of who we are, how we live 
together, and  how  we influence the course of history. It (Jepson) exemplifies the 
spirit of the liberal arts: to educate people to take an active role in the world. The 
Jepson School helps students realize their distinctive capabilities and apply their 
learning for the good of society.  
 
The Jepson program is multidisciplinary and rooted in a liberal arts venue, which 
Brungardt (1997) suggested is essential for a successful leadership studies program. 
Additionally, the Jepson School of Leadership Studies web site documents the following 
program goals: 
1. To foster student’s understanding of leadership and encourage them to lead 
lives of consequence that connect intellectual pursuits with moral and competent 
leadership. 
 
2. To advance scholarly understanding of leadership, nationally and 
internationally. 
 
3. To enhance public understanding of leadership.  
 
The leadership studies program has a restrictive admissions policy, and annually admits a 
cohort of between 50 and 80 students at the beginning of the fall semester of the student’s 
sophomore year in accordance with established criteria and protocols.     
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Curriculum and pedagogy. In answering the question of what is unique about 
Jepson, the Jepson curriculum is multidisciplinary and, to an extent, interdisciplinary, 
with the seven disciplines of economics, history, literature, philosophy, politics, 
psychology, and religion forming the foundation of the program (Brungardt et al., 2006; 
Ciulla, 2011; Soderlund, 2010). It is an ethics centric program with core courses falling 
within three categories: ethical topics, historical areas, and social or organizational 
subjects (Ciulla, 2008, 2011; Undergraduate Catalog, 2010). In keeping with the 
assumption that leadership studies is a field that includes many disciplines, Jepson faculty 
members come from the following fields: two from philosophy, two from religion, three 
from political science, three from social psychology, one from history, one from public 
administration, and one from international studies.  
Students can apply to the Jepson program the Fall semester of their second year. 
Applicants are admitted based on grade point average, the quality of their admissions 
essay, and their motivations to study leadership. Diversity of backgrounds and interests 
also contributed to the final selection process.  
Students are admitted at Jepson School as cohorts, progressing through the 
challenging curriculum as an active learning community. Approximately 100 applications 
are received each year from prospective students, from which up to 80 are selected to 
attend the Jepson School. In Table 1, the number of declared major and minors for the 
past 7 years is depicted.    
The Jepson pedagogy is based on small interactive classes with the students 
typically progressing through as a cohort. In addition to the classroom, there is an 
experiential component with service learning, action research, internships, speakers, and 
a leader’s in-residence components contributing to a hands-on and practical knowledge of 
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leadership.  
Table 1 
Jepson School of Leadership Majors and Minors, 2005 to 2013 
 
 
Class year Majors Minors 
 
 
2013 50 13 
 
2012 51 13 
 
2011 41 23 
 
2010 41 12 
 
2009 38 18 
 
2008 37 18 
 
2007 35 25 
 
2006 35 24 
 
2005 30 22 
 
 
 Ciulla (2011) was one of the original architects of the Jepson curriculum, having 
been enticed from the Warton School to assist in setting up the Jepson program in 1991. 
According to Ciulla, the curriculum glue that provides the interconnections between the 
seven liberal arts disciplines are learning outcomes that focused on critical thinking, 
ethics, leadership, and history (Ciulla, 2011; Soderlund, 2010). This construct resulted in 
a core curriculum that consists of critical thinking, histories and theories of leadership, 
leading groups, and leadership ethics (Ciulla, 2011). An applied or experiential 
component was added as a final element in the core. This component consisted of 
community service or service learning classes. Additionally, majors were required to do 
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an internship (Soderlund, 2010). 
Students are required to take a number of electives, which fall into two broad 
categories, as described by Ciulla (2011). In accordance with the documentation available 
from the Undergraduate Catalog (2010), Ciulla wrote that these categories are the 
“context of leadership [and the] competencies of leadership. . . . [These include examples, 
such as leadership in historical contexts, gender and leadership, leaders and artists, and 
leadership and religious values from among the] context [category, and decision making, 
conflict resolution, and organization communication from among the] competency 
[category]” (p. 27).  
Students are admitted to the Jepson program during their sophomore year 
following a selection process. Students enter the program through one of two gateway 
courses: leadership and the humanities or leadership and the social sciences. Course 
sequencing is an important design component. As the core courses build on one another, 
students are required to take courses in a prescribed order.  
The program stair-step structure, the cohort effect, small-group discussion, and 
the ethics and humanities focus are the core design features of the Jepson pedagogy. 
Additionally, students may take a leadership concentration in such areas as international 
law, law and leadership, political leadership (Ciulla, 2011; Undergraduate Catalog, 
2010). According to the Undergraduate Catalog (2010) of courses, for those students 
desiring to major in leadership studies, the leadership studies program consists of a 
minimum of 11 “units,” including the following required courses: (a) Leadership 101 
Leadership and the Humanities, (b) Leadership 102 Leadership and the Social Sciences, 
(c) Leadership 205 Justice and Civil Society, (d) Leadership 249 Research Methods, (e) 
Leadership 250 Critical Thinking, (f) Leadership 300 Critical Theories and Models of 
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Leadership, (g) Leadership 450 Leadership Ethics, and (h) Leadership 488 Internship. 
Additionally, the Undergraduate Catalog (2010) documented that students take 
four additional units of advanced courses above the 300 level, which may include a unit 
of “collaborative work, a unit of independent study, one unit of honors thesis work, or 
one unit of senior thesis work.” Advanced courses have a primary focus on social, 
organizational, historical, or ethical topics. The University of Richmond considers the 
“leadership ethics” course a capstone course.   
This project includes students who take the Jepson program as an academic major 
and the sample population includes graduating seniors. Those completing the academic 
minor require eight courses (Leadership 101, 102, 205, 250, 300, 450) and two additional 
units above the 300 level. The same advanced courses that are taken by leadership studies 
majors suffice for course requirements for those students taking leadership studies as a 
minor.  
Learning Outcomes 
Learning outcomes for the academic years that directly affected 2013 program 
graduates (2009 to 2013) are listed in Table 2. These outcomes will be the subject of the 
analysis in evaluating the program effectiveness.  
Definition of Terms 
 The definitions of the following terms are intended to ensure uniformity and an 
understanding of the terms throughout this study. The researcher provided all definitions 
not accompanied by a citation. 
Dependent variables. Dependent variables in this project are the learning 
outcomes from the past 4 years of the program (i.e., 2009 to 2013) noted in Table 2. 
While students are admitted to Jepson during their sophomore year, the fourth year, 
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2009-2010, is included for students who may have extended in the curriculum for any 
unforseen reason.  
Table 2 
Program Outcomes for 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, 2012-2013  
 
 
 Learning 
 
Year outcome Description 
 
 
2012-2013 1 Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of ethical 
  thinking in leadership and personal contexts, particularly the 
  relationship between morality and self-interest. 
 2 Students will demonstrate their capacity to apply theory,  
  principles, concepts, and ideas in the field of leadership studies in 
  a variety of settings. 
 3 Students will demonstrate proficiency in written communications. 
 4 Students will be able to articulate their understanding of  
  leadership and their growth as a student at the Jepson School. 
 
2011-2012 1 Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of  
  ethical thinking in leadership and personal contexts,  
  particularly the relationship between morality and self-interest. 
 2 Students will demonstrate their capacity to apply theory,  
  principles, concepts, and ideas in the field of leadership in a  
  variety of settings. 
 3 Students will demonstrate enhanced proficiency in written 
 communication over the course of their studies at Jepson. 
 
2010-2011 1 Students will demonstrate their understanding of and  
  proficiency with research methods. 
 2 Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of  
 critical thinking and ethics in leadership and personal contexts. 
 3 Students will demonstrate their capacity to apply and exercise 
  leadership theory and concepts in a variety of settings. 
 
2009-2010 1 Students will demonstrate conceptual tools that support their 
  understanding of the nature and process of leadership and  
  capacity to exercise leadership in a variety of settings. 
 2 Students will demonstrate personal, interpersonal, and cross- 
  cultural understandings relevant to leadership and the role of  
  ethics in leadership. 
 
 
Note. Soderlund (2010, 2012, 2013). 
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Formal leadership program. Formal leadership program is an intentionally 
designed learning opportunity designed to expand a college student’s knowledge, skills, 
or values. An overarching formal leadership program can consist of varying types of 
conferences, lectures, and experiential offerings to academic majors, minors or 
certificates (Dugan et al., 2011).  
Leader development. Leader development includes those activities that enhance 
individual skills, knowledge, and abilities associated with formal leadership roles (Day, 
2001).  
Leadership. Leadership, according to Burns (1978), involves “leaders inducing 
followers to act for certain goals that represent the values and motivations-the wants and 
needs-the aspirations and expectations-of both leaders and followers” (p. 19).  
Leadership development. Leadership development, according to Chambers 
(1994), refers to those “activities designed to provide an interactionist environment, 
which encourages development in an orderly hierarchical sequence of increasing 
complexity” (p. 226).  
Leadership education. Leadership education, according to Chambers (1994), 
includes “activities designed to improve the overall leadership skills and competence of 
the student or individual beyond the role presently occupied” (p. 226). According to 
Huber (2002), the goal of leadership education is to provide “opportunities for people to 
learn the skills, attitudes, and concepts necessary to become effective leaders” (p. 26). 
Leadership studies. Leadership studies, according to Komives et al. (2011), 
includes “the academic study of leadership as a discipline or in the various disciplines 
where leadership is situated” (p. xvii).  
Leadership training. Leadership training, according to Ayman et al. (2003), 
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includes “those activities more focused on the present and more specifically focused on 
development of a task or skill” (p. 205).  
Social change model of leadership development. The social change model of 
leadership development is a model of leadership development that focuses on citizenship 
and community involvement. Ayman et al. (2003) reported, “The focus is on becoming 
an effective leader while servicing the good of the public, and includes seven dimensions, 
such as collaboration, citizenship, common purpose, communication, civility, 
consciousness of self, and congruence of self” (p. 215).  
Student attitudes. Student attitudes refer to the learner’s beliefs, opinions, 
feelings, and degree of commitment to leadership as a result of participating in the Jepson 
program. The term also refers to the learner’s opinion about the role of the Jepson 
program in developing their leadership efficacy.    
Student behaviors. Student behaviors refers to the changes in the learner’s 
leadership skills as a result of participating in the Jepson program. This includes the 
ability to pursue goals, communicate effectively, model ethical behavior, demonstrate 
social responsibility, appreciate diversity, and have a greater self-understanding.   
Student knowledge. Student knowledge refers to the learners’ comprehension of 
leadership theories, and their ability to connect, through critical thinking, these theories to 
other ideas, knowledge, and experiences, and to be able to relate these theories to 
everyday life (Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education [CAS], 
2009). 
Student learning and development. Student learning and development, 
according to the CAS (2009), “refers to the outcomes students realize when exposed to 
new experiences, concepts, information, and ideas; the knowledge and understanding 
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gleaned from interactions with higher education learning environments” (p. 406).  
Student outcomes. Student outcomes includes the skills, knowledge, and qualities 
the learner has gained from participating in the Jepson program. In this study, student 
outcomes are the dependent variable.  
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to inquire if an undergraduate leadership studies 
program is effective and meets program objectives and goals within the context of a 
college’s mission, goals, and objectives. The study evaluated whether the Jepson School 
of Leadership Studies programming (the academic major) caused changes in student 
attitudes, behaviors, or knowledge, and sought to identify which program components 
were the most influential. Recommendations to strengthen or modify the program were 
made.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
While there is a growing body of literature on academically based leadership 
programs in higher education, relatively little attention has been given to an equally 
important dimension of these programs−how effective are they (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 
2005)? The purpose of this literature review was to highlight contextual issues on 
leadership studies programs in higher education: The review included assessment and 
evaluation alongside academic programming topics.  
The review encompassed leadership education thematic material from 2000 
onward, although older landmark studies were included for perspective. That boundary 
was selected in order for the research to be focused on current issues and debates not 
touched by similar research. The review did not attempt to retrace all thematic content 
presented in the few, but similar, research projects on the effectiveness of leadership 
education, unless value was added to the research context. For a topic, such as leadership, 
which has an extensive literature base, the review must be focused on current thinking 
and other extant topics at the time of this study. Debates within the community were 
examined, but the review included the summarized settled issues. As an example, 
literature that documented the pros and cons of whether leadership is teachable, is well-
covered in two earlier dissertations, and is considered a settled position within the 
literature (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 2005; Komives et al., 2011). That position, that 
leadership is both teachable and capable of being learned, is an accepted principle within 
the leadership education community (Allen & Roberts, 2011). 
In this review, the researcher looked to extant and emerging issues of importance 
to the leadership education community and which affect this project. Accordingly, the 
review encompassed current and landmark literature from three major areas: first, 
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literature concerning the theoretical and conceptual basis for leadership studies; second, 
literature on the state of knowledge of leadership studies as an academic discipline; and, 
third, review of leadership assessment and evaluation and accompanying conclusions on 
this project’s research design. Additionally, an identification of variables, research 
questions, and contextual information on this project’s research construct and concept, 
and a review of strengths and weaknesses of prior research in this area, and their effect on 
this project’s research parameters, were discussed. The review concluded with an 
overview of issues facing program evaluation and assessment. In linking and discussing 
the connections between the three categorical literature review areas of general 
knowledge regarding leadership studies, leadership studies as an academic program, and 
evaluation, the unique context of the Jepson School of Leadership Studies are described. 
The literature review began with a discussion of the transformation of leadership 
education in higher education, and was followed by reviews of major themes and debates 
since 2000.  
Theoretical Basis for Leadership Education  
The past two decades have seen an explosion in leadership education programs in 
higher education (Brungardt et al., 2006; Funk, 2005; Riggio et al., 2003). More than 
1,500 leadership programs exist as of 2013, and these ranged from academic major and 
minors to certificate and noncredited programs (ILA, 2013). Throughout antiquity, the 
theoretical basis for leadership education has been grounded in the human condition and 
the concept of the efficacy of leadership as a critical element necessary for society and 
communities to develop and prosper. Whether reading Plato’s Republic, Machiavelli’s 
The Prince, or Lewis’ Abolition of Man, the dimensions of leadership have been parsed, 
analyzed, discussed, or dissected for impact and value. The phenomenon of leadership 
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was seen as a transcending and transforming quality. Leadership education programs 
originated though the study of the phenomenon by intellectuals, philosophers, social 
scientists, and behavioral theorists. The academic study of leadership emerged in the 
early 1990s. Under what conditions and social context did this field of study emerge?  
Riggio et al. (2003) suggested that leadership study programs originated from the 
American experience, including the individualistic nature of American style leadership, 
as well as a societal view of the importance of the role of leadership in America’s 
innovative and powerful business culture. The power of personality, as personified in the 
leader, was key to success, failure, or transformation on the American scene. Leadership 
programs emerged in higher education also as a consequence of early advocates in the 
field. Leadership education’s originator and preeminent scholar, Burns, passionately 
argued the merits and benefits of studying the leadership phenomenon in Burns (1978) 
landmark treatise, Leadership, with the oft quoted phase providing the impetus and 
motivation for the study of leadership: “Leadership is one of the most observed and least 
understood phenomena on earth” (p. 2). Burns’ pivotal classic was driven by Burns’ 
worldview of the need for transformational leadership to “lift people to their better 
selves” (p. 462). Burns postulated that the study of leadership could lead to 
transformational events of benefit to society, in general.  
Aided principally by social science research conducted within the United States, 
leadership programs in higher education emerged also because of a perceived social need 
(Bolman & Deal, 2008; Burns, 1978; Clawson, 2009; Komives et al., 2011). Leadership 
skills were and are seen as a necessary component in addressing complex organizational, 
societal, and global challenges; and rectifying inequalities in American society (Burns, 
1978; Stewart, 2006; U.S. Department of Education, 2006). Additional drivers for the 
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explosion in programs were derived from what was viewed as a need for new skills to 
meet the challenges of a complex interconnected world, to include the need for socially 
responsible and ethical leadership (CAS, 2009; Duncan, 2010; Stewart, 2006; U.S. 
Department of Education, 2006). According to Brungardt (2011), this view included 
teaching “soft skills,” such as the ability to work in teams and to seek a concensus on 
issues (p. 4). An example of the new skills paradigm was seen in an article in Foreign 
Policy magazine. Khanna and Khanna (2011) discussed the dynamics of a 21st century 
world, and the impact of fortuitous leadership when they refer to as the term hybrid age, 
where decision making and technology are inexplicably interwoven. In discussing the 
complex and fast-paced environment, the next generation of decision makers will face, 
the authors identified the central role of leadership and context for action: According to 
Khanna and Khanna, centers of power and capacity were focused on countries, cities, 
companies, and communities; and those that have the capacity to responsibly manage 
technology, human, and social capital will be the “pole of power” (p. 72). To align with 
this environment, the U.S. higher education seeks to adapt in part by constructing 
conducive programs, which seek to align societies with the 21st century economy while 
reenforcing ethical, moral, and civic responsibilities as key standards (CAS, 2009; 
Duncan, 2010; U.S. Department of Education, 2006).  
Theoretical discourse on the importance of leadership began to emerge and reflect 
new realities in academe in the early 1990s. College mission statements began to contain 
language on responsible leadership and a commitment to develop an ethically and 
socially responsible citizenry (National Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs, 2011). 
The mission and vision statements of most colleges and universities included leadership 
outcomes as an important part of the college experience; and institutions rationalized the 
27 
 
value added of understanding leadership processes would enable a responsible citizenry 
to contribute to the growth of the global society and communities in general (CAS, 2009; 
Cress et al., 2001; Eich, 2008). According to the CAS (2009), a concensus of scholarly 
opinion in higher education included an agreement that leadership programs in higher 
education should, in part, be grounded in standards that included four criteria:  
(a) leadership can be learned; (b) leadership should be taught using multiple 
leadership theories, models, and approaches; (c) students should be provided with 
opportunities to develop and enhance a personal philosophy of leadership that 
includes understanding of self, others, and community; and (d0 the community 
should acknowledge effective leadership behaviors and processes. (p. 368) 
  
These standards were based on the perceived need that leadership programs could prepare 
and enable students to address and rectify imminent challenges of the 21st century, such 
as the impact of globalization, the need for new work skills, and the realization that 
leadership paradigms have changed (Greenwald, 2010; Northouse, 2010; Rost & Barker, 
2000; U.S. Department of Education, 2006).  
Philosphically, higher education was in broad agreement that socially responsible 
leadership should be a core college outcome, as leadership programs began to emerge 
(Association of American Colleges and Universities, 2007; CAS, 2009). In practice, 
however, the development of leadership programs were not the object of focused 
institutional efforts, due to competing institutional priorities and the uncertainty of 
leadership as an academic pursuit (Cress et al., 2001; Greenwald, 2010; Komives et al., 
2011). The perplexing and enigmatic character of leadership contributed to that 
uncertainty (Allix & Gronn, 2005). What emerged were uncoordinated leadership 
programs of all types that have evolved from a myriad of theoretical positions, with 
disparate pedological approaches which lacked a common base, language, educational 
practice, or pedagogical strategies. Leadership scholars, however, are confident that 
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programs of this type are needed and remain unified in their advocacy, if not, in 
educational approach.  
Reasons for the uncoordinated and often disparate character of these early stage 
leadership development programs range from the lack of concensus on the viability of 
leadership as an academic discipline, no dominent paradigms for studying leadership, 
confusion on the best approaches to evaluation and assessment, and limited confidence of 
what constitutes best practice (Allix & Gronn, 2005; Brungardt & Crawford, 1996; 
Greenwald, 2010; Hackman & Wageman, 2007). Part of the difficulty lay with the 
amorphous and elusive nature of understanding the leadership phenomena, as well as the 
questionable value, challenge, and difficulty in teaching, such a topic as an academic 
discipline (Allix & Gronn, 2005; Burns, 1978; Jenkins, 2011). The theoretical basis for 
leadership programs has evolved from themes that emphasized organizational context to 
those that focus on societal context, and from “great man” orientations to contexts, which 
suggest that anyone can be a leader. Leadership in groups has replaced the positional, 
hierarchial model. 
Leadership programs remain somewhat of an enigma and a challenge for higher 
education (Allix & Gronn, 2005; Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009). While leadership 
as an academic program still does not resonate as a serious academic pursuit with many, 
the theoretical foundation for leadership studies and programs is supported by research, 
which shows benefits in the organizational, social, and individual contexts. Reflected in 
the literature are unsettled and settled issues, which constitute the current state of 
knowledge in the community among leadership educators.   
State of Knowledge of Leadership Education 
As standards developed, higher education academic leadership programs parsed 
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into a distinct typologies under the title of Student Leadership Programs (CAS, 2009). 
The categories of programs included leadership studies, leadership education, leadership 
training, and leadership development, with each having distinctive outcomes and 
constructs. The topic of this research is a leadership studies program. Komives et al. 
(2011) defined the term leadership studies programs as “the academic study of leadership 
as a discipline or in the various disciplines where leadership is also situated” (p. xvii). 
Leadership studies programs, however, can include components of all programs−training, 
development, and education−in their curriculum. Exploring these different components is 
crucial to understanding the research problem. 
Leadership training can also be considered a component of leadership education 
(Allen & Roberts, 2011). Allen and Roberts (2011) stated, “leadership training refers to 
improving specific skills, [which are] task driven, repetitive, and related to a present 
occupation, not a future one” (p. 204). Leadership education, however, refers to preparing 
learners for a future occupation and encompasses more educational content areas than 
training. Furthermore, the knowledge, skills, and awareness gained through leadership 
education programming are enablers for the learner in future occupations (Ayman et al., 
2003). Leadership education can be a single course or seminar designed to teach a skill 
(Allen & Roberts, 2011). Leadership development, according to Ayman et al. (2003), 
specifically applies to “developing personal growth and potential, but is not targeted or 
related to a present or future job” (p. 204). The distinction being that leadership education 
and development programs are future oriented, with leadership development focused on 
an individual’s growth. Haber (2011) also differentiated between the types of experiences 
students can have in a leadership program. Leadership training, according to Haber, is 
focused on activities designed to enhance skills or to improve performance. According to 
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Haber, leadership education includes those activities designed to educate to improve 
leadership capacity outside of a specific position, and leadership development is 
considered “activities designed to address students’ growth in the areas of leadership 
complexity, integration, and leadership proficiency in diverse contexts and over time” (p. 
245). Leadership programs in higher education can have all of these components 
inclusive or separately (Brungardt & Crawford, 1996). A leadership education program, 
therefore, can range from a formal collegiate major or minor to a single seminar or event 
on a specific leadership topic. Leadership studies programs, however, have a dictinctive 
construct. 
Leadership Studies  
Leadership studies refers to an academic study of leadership from a disciplinary 
or multidisciplinary context and is a subset of leadership education, which, according to 
Komives et al. (2011), refers to “educational practices that are applied to intentionally 
improve the leadership capacity of students” (p. xvi). The origin of these programs, 
including a structured major, only began relatively recently in higher education. Burns is 
regarded as the founder of leadership studies in higher education (Funk, 2005; Mangan, 
2002). The explosion in leadership programs began over 2 decades ago with the 
publication of Burns’ (1978) landmark work, Leadership. Burns’ seminal work 
established the philosophical and pragmatic basis for leadership studies programs, by 
introducing a new leadership paradigm, which viewed leadership as a collaborative 
process between leader and follower for the purpose of “leaders inducing followers to act 
for certain goals that represent the values and the motivations-the wants and needs, the 
aspirations and expectations-of both leaders and followers” (p. 19). However, despite 
Burns’ efforts, the initiation of leadership studies as an academic program and discipline 
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was fraught with conceptual, pedagogical, and philosophical debates on the concept of 
teaching and learning leadership. For example, among the leadership education 
community, the concept of leadership was and is simply not well understood, nor is there 
a concenus on what constitutes leadership (Burns, 1978; Northouse, 2010; Rost, 1993). 
Rost (1993) wrote, “The basic problem with leadership studies is an inability to know and 
agree upon what leadership is” (p. 14). Ciulla (2004) disagreed with this determination, 
arguing that while the connotations of leadership may differ, the essential elements and 
concepts are easily recognized and understood, and, therefore, can be taught and learned. 
This debate and other areas within leadership studies continue to be a contested ground as 
the academic study of leadership continues to coalesce. 
At the broadest level of thinking on academically based programs, this debate 
centers on a unifying theory, curriculum, and models of leadership to include an agreed-
upon concept and definition of leadership. Part of the challenge lies in solidifying 
conceptual positions from the behavioral and social sciences, and integrating leadership 
research and other concepts from other disciplines. As an example, many programs are 
humanities based; however, the majority of leadership research was conducted by social 
psychologists and other members of the social science disciplines, with research from the 
humanities growing, but still not fully integrated into social science research (Baugher, 
1986; Ciulla, Mitric, & Wren, 2006; Riggio, 2011).  
Leadership studies programs, as with any academic field, are assumed to originate 
from commonly accepted conceptual and theoretical foundations based on research. 
Leadership studies are considered an emerging academic field, albeit, one that is still 
facing critics who question its substance and effectiveness (Jenkins, 2011; Mangan, 2002; 
Reisberg, 1998; Riggio, 2011). Unanimity in higher education towards leadership 
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studies’ academic programming and a generally accepted standard toward what 
constitutes leadership studies as an academic major or minor does exist in the form of 
foundational beliefs (Brungardt et al.,2006; CAS, 2009; Funk, 2005). The paragraphs that 
follow reflect conceptual areas of agreement or areas, which lack concensus among 
leadership scholars on principles that have ultimately formed the basis for curriculum 
development. However, the review documented that, unlike many other fields of study, 
the theoretic basis and establishment of bedrock principles are still coalescing in this 
nascent field of study.  
Principles of agreement. Areas of agreement among leadership scholars and 
educators with respect to academic programming are pointed out in the literature. The 
following points in the literature are meant to represent positions of concensus with 
regard to academic programming. 
First, the intended outcome and purpose of leadership studies are to produce a 
civic-minded, responsible, and ethical citizenry with a purpose of serving communities as 
opposed to self (Brungardt et al., 2006; CAS, 2009). The development of formal 
leadership programs in higher education have been spurred by the growing realization 
that these programs were invariably nested in the purposes of higher education, as well as 
benefits to society. Creators of these programs seek to extend the public and private 
benefits for the community, the individual, and society−a mutual benefit that is integral to 
the purpose of higher education (Freeman & Goldin, 2008).  
Second, leadership can be taught and learned. The teachable view of leadership 
has transformed from the industrial model characterized by organizational management, 
power, authority, and productivity, to a postindustrial model predicated on group 
processes, collaboration, and shared goals (Brungardt et. al., 2006; Burns, 1978; Dugan & 
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Komives, 2010; Rost, 1993). Older paradigms of leadership modeled views that 
emphasized great man theories (i.e., leaders are born), trait theories, or preferred 
leadership behaviors. Leadership was unidirectional, positional, authoritarian, and 
privileged. That industrial paradigm has migrated to accommodate concepts derived from 
social context and modernized economies. Leadership, within the context of this model, 
serves the public good, and is characterized by being capable of being developed in all 
people; is both teachable and learnable; is a relationship between leader, follower, and 
context; is a process; is grounded in ethical and moral practices; and works toward a 
shared purpose (Allen & Roberts, 2011; Ciulla et al., 2006). Additionally, the new view 
of leadership focuses on the role of the follower, as well as the leader (Burns, 1978; 
Jenkins, 2011). This postindustrial view supports the role of higher education in 
supporting the needs of the nation (Association of American Colleges and Universities, 
2008; Thelin, 2004; U.S. Department of Education, 2006).  
Such a model has several distinct elements that leadership studies programs have 
adopted. The postindustrial view holds that anyone can develop their leadership ability 
and be an effective leader, that leadership is not necessarily a positional attribute, and that 
leaders are not born (Rost, 1993; Rost & Barker, 2000). This postindustrial view holds 
that leadership can be taught and learned, that leadership behaviors and skills that allow 
leaders to be effective can be developed over time and with practice, and that civic 
responsibility and citizenship in a democracy are enhanced by this new paradigm 
(Connaughton & Ruben, 2003; Komives et al., 2011; Nahavandi, 2006; Rost & Barker, 
2000). Further, leadership education programs and leadership studies have an emphasis 
on leadership as a process, not a position, and that relational, ethical, and moral 
approaches should be central elements of college programs (Burns, 1978; Ciulla, 2011; 
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Komives et al., 2011). Finally, other elements common to the modern approach include 
that leadership occurs in groups, involves influence, and recognizes the special role of 
followers in the process (Burns, 1978; Komives et al., 2011; Northhouse, 2010). Further, 
leadership is not an innate characteristic and and can be taught and developed within 
everyone (Spralls et al., 2010).  
While these views are supported by a majority, not all leadership scholars agree 
with this model. Dugan (2011) recorded that leadership programs have reinforced some 
false beliefs among scholars, such as the connotation that leadership development is easy, 
leadership is just a function of training and education (Dugan noted the opposite− that 
leadership education ignores parallel processes, such as social identity, adult development 
theory, and cognitive and moral development), and that anyone can be a leader. Dugan 
dissented by stating that many minorities never get leadership development opportunities 
due to social stratification issues. Further, some scholars argued that scientific evidence 
exists to suggest that individuals can be born with a genetic disposition toward leadership 
(De Neve, Mikhaylov, Dawes, Christake, & Fowler, 2013).  
Third, the community is united around general curriculum standards, such as the 
CAS’ (2009) Student Leadership Programs or the ILA’s (2010) Guidelines for 
Leadership Programs (Grove, Kibel, & Haas, 2005). General standards, such as those 
promulgated by CAS, have become a standard for program development and academic 
programming. These standards and guidelines record that student leadership programs 
promote development outcomes that enrich work and civic participation and should focus 
on outcome domains, such as cognitive complexity, intrapersonal competence, and 
practical competence (CAS, 2009). The CAS standards are reflected as common elements 
in leadership studies programs. As such, these standards represent a transition from older 
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paradigms and leadership models to a newer model. The new thinking about leadership is 
reflected in models emphasizing civic responsibility for the public good. The literature 
review supported the contention that teaching leadership in higher education has changed 
to the following nine dimensions: (a) leadership is based on relationships and does not 
belong to any individual; (b) leadership is meant to bring change, is an aspect of 
citizenship in a democracy, and is for the social good; (c) anyone can be a leader, not just 
those who are designated as leaders; (d) leadership can be taught and is a discipline that is 
learnable; (e) leadership can be learned and is developmental; (f) leadership is an 
influence relationship; (g) leadership is an enabler for the common good and is a civic 
virtue; (h) leadership occurs in groups; and ( i) leadership has a moral and ethical 
component (Allen & Roberts, 2011; Burns, 1978, 2003; Day, 2001; Northouse, 2010; 
Rost, 1993; Rost & Barker, 2000; Shertzer & Schuh, 2004). Limited research supported  
the same conclusions. 
Documented by Funk (2005) in the Evaluation of an Academic Program of 
Leadership Education), the debate over whether leadership can be taught is no longer an 
issue. Funk’s research substantiates and supports that leadership can be taught and has a 
place as an academic discipline. Barker (as cited in Funk, 2005), Bass (as cited in Funk, 
2005), and Brungardt (as cited in Funk, 2005), among others have chronicled the benefits 
of leadership studies, and substantiated that teaching leadership can modify behaviors and 
attitudes in a manner that invests students with value-added attributes of citizenship. 
These studies, among others, refute the notion that leaders are born, not made. Most 
leadership educators and the literature supported the contention that leadership is not 
innate, but can be learned and developed (Burns, 1978; Chatman & Kennedy, 2010; Doh, 
2003; Posner, 2009; Rost, 1993; Rost & Barker, 2000). 
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 Educational leadership scholars have shared beliefs that curriculum should be 
unified without being homogenious. In general, teaching leadership as an academic 
program is multidimensional emphasizing skill development, self-awareness, and 
knowledge of theory (Ritch & Mengel, 2009). Additionally, curriculum should be 
outcomes-oriented focusing on a students’ leadership capacity and efficacy, and include a 
multidisciplinary orientation (Bresciano, 2006; Brungardt, 1997; Ritch & Mengel, 2009). 
Curricular debates on leadership studies are focused on thematic nuances and program 
outcomes, and which multidisciplinary approaches are best practice and results in gains 
in leadership capacity. In that regard, these ideological clashes are nothing new and 
represent a continuation of debates within liberal arts over the last several decades 
(Thelin, 2004).  
The general concensus in the literature concluded that leadership studies have 
general agreement in the following components: leadership is viewed as a process, is an 
influence relationship, occurs in groups, and involves common purposes (Burns, 1978; 
Ciulla, 2004; Northouse, 2010; Rost, 1993). Leadership studies programs are grounded in 
the postindustrial model of leadership, and higher education programs are conceptually 
structured and academically programmed to reflect modern social context and themes. 
Another theoretical basis of the study asserted that leadership studies programs are inter-
disciplinary or multidiscipline. The need for an interdisciplinary approach that was 
unifying and universal was substantiated by Burns (1978), Funk (2005), and Rost and 
Barker (2000). Rost and Barker, in “Leadership Education in Colleges: Toward a 21st 
Century Paradigm,” underscored the need for an interdisciplinary approach, focusing on 
human development through teaching liberal arts, leadership programs, and other 
programs that focus on issues of governance. Most of the literature supported an 
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interdisciplinary approach, citing program components in leadership theory, ethics and 
character, and practicum (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 2005; Riggio, 2011; Shen et al., 1999). 
Teaching leadership within a standardized model remains a challenge due to its 
complexity and amorphous nature. 
Teaching leadership is also challenging due to the subjectivity of the topic and the 
wide array of theories to choose from (Murphy & Riggio, 2003; Nirenberg, 2003). Burns 
(1978) led the effort to teach this topic with the landmark treatise Leadership, which 
established leadership studies as an academic discipline. Burns recognized the 
complexity of the concept and the difficulty of teaching leadership. Leadership, 
according to Burns, was linked to collective purpose and meant to enable social change in 
order to meet “human needs and expectations” (p. 3). Burns vigorously railed against the 
elitist, self-serving mentality of the industrial model and initiated the introduction of an 
ethical and moral component to leadership studies. Rost and Barker (2000) viewed the 
industrial model of leadership as inadequate for educational purposes, because it does not 
serve the needs of society or the community, but rather the few elites in pursuit of self-
interest. While scholars are in concensus that leadership paradigms have changed, how 
this translates into the academic study of leadership has led to key debates on several 
aspects core to the study of leadership (Mangan, 2002). 
Unsettled issues among leadership scholars. Major issues pertaining to 
academic programming remain unsettled among leadership scholars. These issues include 
whether a standardized definition of the term leadership is necessary, the role of 
experience in leadership education, whether academic programming should focus on 
leadership capacity or efficacy, or simply the academic study of leadership, whether the 
adult development theory in leadership programs should be applied more, which model 
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of leadership offers the most benefit for leadership studies, and whether classroom 
instruction in leadership is effective. 
Symptomatic of the polarized positions, debates continue on the definition of 
leadership, and whether leadership studies programs should accomodate a preferred one. 
The modern definition of leadership though, is an important component in terms of 
providing a starting point for the theoretical grounding of a leadership studies program in 
terms of defining effective leadership and in answering the question of “What is 
leadership expected to do?” In the context of leadership studies, having a definition is a 
fundamental building block to developing educational outcomes that achieve the goals of 
the academic programming. Finding common ground among scholars on this key and 
most basic of definitions was difficult. Even among the most famous of leadership 
scholars differences, not similarities, seem the norm. Burns (1978) offered two distinct 
definitions in the landmark work, Leadership. According to Burns, it can be “leaders 
inducing followers to act for certain goals, that represent the values and motivations−the 
wants and needs, the aspirations and expectations−of both leaders and followers” (p. 19), 
or “the reciprocal process of mobilizing, by persons with certain values and motives, 
various economical, political, and other resources, in a context of competition and 
conflict, in order to realize goals independently or mutually held by both leaders and 
followers” (p. 425). Axelrod and Bailey (2001) documented support for the research of 
Burns and the definition of leadership. Northhouse (2010) offered leadership “is a 
process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common 
goal” (p. 3). Dugan and Komives (2010) defined leadership as a “purposeful, 
collaborative, values-based process that results in positive social change” (p. 526).  
Debates on this one simple aspect of leadership studies continue. Rost (1993) 
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argued most vehemently for the need for a definition by stating that without one, the 
word leadership will come to mean all things to all people. In the landmark book, 
Leadership for the Twenty-First Century, Rost spent roughly three chapters devoted to 
describing the transition in leadership definitions over the past 40 years as a result of 
changes in social context. Rost concluded the modern definition is based on influence, 
and a leader-follower relationship which focuses on real change, and on team dynamics 
centered on a common purpose. Rost reported, “Leadership is an influence relationship 
among leaders and followers who intend real change that reflect their mutual purposes” 
(p. 102). Ciulla (2004), on the other hand, stated that higher education and leadership 
studies do not need to start with a commonly understood and radified definition of 
leadership because the definition of the word over time has a semblance of commonality 
and does not mean radically different things for different scholars. The real issue, in 
Ciulla’s view, is not the different connotations of the word, but what is good leadership. 
Komives et al. (2011) suggested that definitions are important because they allow the 
topic and its theoretical grounding as an academic discipline to be accurately assessed, 
and to provides insights on how the concept is operationalized. Additionally, some 
institutions who sponsor leadership studies programs accommodate a preferred definition, 
others do not. After reviewing many different definitions and debates for and against 
different definitions, most scholars concluded that the differences were slight and the gist 
of leadership is easily grasped by all (Ciulla et al., 2006).  
Perhaps the key debate in the leadership studies field has been the development of 
a leadership studies foundation or framework that unifies the academy in promoting 
leadership studies as an academic discipline (Brungardt et al., 2006). The debate over 
content, structure, frameworks and the language of leadership studies originates in 
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classical approaches to the study of leadership. In particular, the social sciences 
dominated the research, content, theory, and curriculum components of leadership 
programs up until the 1970s. In the last decade, the amount of research and scholary 
articles from psychologists and management scholars increased exponentially to provide 
more balance in the field (Guillen, 2010). This fact is especially suprising given that most 
leadership studies, scholars, and academic programmers agree that leadership studies 
ought to be a multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary field.  
Ciulla et al. (2006) passionately argued for the integration of leadership research 
from a humanities perspective, opining that subjects, such as history, philosophy, 
religion, art, and literature, offer a special context for understanding communities, 
organizations, and societies in terms of  “ethics, values, imagination, passion, and 
responses to their culture and environment” (p. 1). Burns argued at length for the study of 
broad principles of leadership as core in an academic program, not solely the study of 
traits, behaviors, or contexts (Mangan, 2002). Lack of consistency between institutions 
and leadership educators when forging a program can be a detriment to establishing the 
field as a legitimate discipline and can lead to problems with evaluation. What is 
noticeably absent in leadership studies are agreed-upon building blocks and standards 
among universities and scholars (Brungardt et al., 2006; Mangan, 2002). Cohesive 
frameworks are problematic in higher education, but perhaps that simply reflects the 
broad and complex nature of the leadership phenomenon. As an example, Brungardt et al. 
(2006) conducted a review of 15 leadership degree programs at various universities. 
Their review analyzed the theoretical foundation, learning outcomes, curriculum, and 
pedagogy of each program. Their study’s conclusion was that while each institution 
offered a quality educational experience, there was no consistent approach to leadership 
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studies programs among these 15 universities. Some colleges focused on organizational 
themes, others on civic missions. Learning objectives varied as well with some colleges 
focusing on cognitive theories, and others on skills and behaviors. Only five colleges 
used service learning as a pedagogy, and the curriculum had a wide variance in content 
between the institutions in the study. Other significant differences included where 
leadership studies programs are housed at a university and the number of credit hours 
awarded. These differences highlight the unsettled issue−what is the academic baseline 
necessary to achieve a defined educational outcome. 
Furthermore, some leadership education programs distinguished between 
developing leaders as opposed to developing the concept of leadership. Leadership 
studies programs, in general, distinguished between developing leaders and developing 
leadership, but their programming contains elements of both (Campbell, Dardis, & 
Campbell, 2003; Day, 2001). Allen and Roberts (2011) reported that higher education has 
yet to reach a concenus on a set of principles to guide development of leadership studies, 
but suggested that recommended goals should include three themes: first, leadership 
development is a continious process; second, leadership development enhances the 
individual and, therefore, programs should have a component that provides for personal 
growth and development; and, third, leadership development serves a greater purpose and 
larger community. Campbell et al. (2003) reported that most leadership development 
programs trended their curriculum design to include five elements: intrapersonal 
attributes, interpersonal qualities, cognitive abilities, communications skills, and task-
specific skills. Eich (2008) underscored experiential and service learning in leadership 
programs and noted the importance of group experiences.  
The literature is more polarized when it comes to the role of experience in 
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leadership development. Day (2001), for example, reported that leadership studies should 
focus on four dimensions: social capital, relational influences, such as mutual respect, 
trust, and commitments, interpersonal competencies, and skill development in social 
awareness and social skills. Some literature includes questions of the viability of teaching 
leadership at the undergraduate level with students who have few leadership experiences 
(Dugan, 2011; Posner, 2009). Posner (2009) described leadership as an observable set of 
skills and abilities that can be trained and educated. Posner, however, noted the special 
role of leadership experiences in development and education noting “you cannot be a 
good leader without having experience as a leader”(p. 2). Nohria and Khurana (2010) 
agreed, noting the importance of the role of context and state that leadership must be 
contingent on the specifics of a given situation. Nohria and Khurana pointed to the 
importance of an individual’s naturally occuring life leadership experiences, called 
“crucible” events (p. 22) as being of the most significant influence in leadership skill 
development, and whether leadership can ever be a separate form of inquiry apart from 
the situation. This unsettled issue contributes to the teaching dilemna for the leadership 
studies community and adds to the debate on effectiveness and viability. 
Dugan et al. (2011) mentioned specific concepts in the field where there is a lack 
of concensus among leadership scholars: (a) a definition of the word leadership, (b) a 
philosophical or theoretical basis for the academic study of leadership, (c) best practices, 
and (d) an agreed-upon method of evaluation. Another dilemma is balancing outcomes to 
achieve institutional objectives. Leadership programs fall into the discrete categories of 
leadership development, training, and education, each of which results in unique 
outcomes and is supported by discrete academic programming to achieve those outcomes. 
Stech (2008) stated that an ideal leadership education program will contain elements of 
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all three categories. Despite decades of research and an abundance of research on 
leadership concepts, there is no concenus on what constitutes a central framework for 
leadership studies as an academic discipline (Brungardt et al., 2006). The literature 
review portrays that the largest debate lies in the area of the effectiveness of leadership 
studies and assessment. Having few effectiveness studies lies at the heart of many of the 
debates within the community.  
Summary. In the literature review, common areas and concepts that influence the 
development of academic programming for leadership studies programs are highlighted. 
Clearly, the literature supports the contention that leadership can be taught and that 
students clearly gain from leadership education programs (Brungardt, 1997; Cress st al., 
2001; Funk, 2005). Doh (2003) illuminated key debates on whether leadership is a skill, 
trait, or innate behavior, but agreed that some aspects of leadership can be learned and 
taught, albeit, Doh dissented somewhat with the majority view in personal belief that 
individual personality traits play an important role in developing leadership skills. The 
debates over leadership definitions, whether leadership be taught in an academic setting, 
whether leadership is inclusive and not elitist, and the context of leadership (i.e., 
nonindustrial view) are generally settled and accepted as concensus positions in higher 
education. The next logical progression is to examine how theoretical and conceptual 
positions evolved into definable leadership studies programs in higher education and to 
examine the literature concerning areas of concern. 
Liberal Arts as Leadership Studies  
 The purpose of this section was to review the evidence in the literature on the 
efficacy of liberal arts contexts in the academic study of leadership. The liberal arts 
approach to leadership follows Burns’ vision of seeking to understand the phenomenon 
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through a multidisciplinary lens. Leadership studies, defined as the academic study of 
leadership as a discipline or the study of leadership within a discipline, initially were 
marginalized by the academy and simply not taken as a serious discipline (Dugan & 
Komives, 2010; Greenwald, 2010; Riggio, 2011). Others view the academic study of 
leadership as a failure, due to its myopic focus only on one dimension, the leader 
(Jenkins, 2011). As leadership studies matured and reached a general level of acceptance 
in the academy, however, key debates grew on content, pedagogy, and design. 
 The subject of this dissertation, the Jepson School of Leadership Studies at the 
University of Richmond, designed a program that reflects a liberal arts approach to the 
study of leadership (Brungardt et al., 2006; Ciulla, 2011; Ciulla et al., 2006; Riggio et al., 
2003). The liberal arts leadership studies curricular model has an emphasis on a broad 
educational experience, derived from the humanities as opposed to the social and 
behavioral sciences, and that this approach is necessary for effectively understanding 
leadership (Riggio et al., 2003). A quality liberal arts education should aim to develop 
intellectual and ethical judgement; expand cultural, societal, and scientific horizons; 
develop democratic, global knowledge and engagement; and prepare for a successful 
involvement in a dynamic economy (Colvin, 2003). This approach to leadership is 
multidisciplinary, drawing leadership lessons from such fields as history, philosophy, 
religion, art, and literature. Riggio et al. (2003) postulated that “teaching leadership from 
a single point of view, such as management, is not as effective nor as civic oriented as a 
learning construct based on multiple perspectives and contexts” p. 228). Finally, Riggio 
et al. recommended a framework for curricular guidelines as follows: (a) leadership 
foundations, (b) ethics course work, (c) service learning or experiential, and (d) 
understanding of group dynamics in addition to an understanding of the multidisciplinary 
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perspectives on leadership. 
 Ciulla (2008) articulated the need for a humanities-based approach in addition to a 
social science approach for leadership education. Ciulla argued that because the 
humanities, unlike social science, do not use a scientific method in its research, there is 
less of a reliance on data and facts from which to parse the phenomenon of leadership 
down to prescriptive parts. The qualitative and subjective nature of humanities as a 
vehicle for understanding leadership is both a strength and weakness as it relates to 
research in the topic. As a strength, the humanities allows leadership to be experienced 
through the eyes of a particular context, such as religion, art, history, or literature. Ciulla 
pointed out that while leadership scholars have always pointed out the importance of 
context, few studies were “rarely placed within the context of relevant literature within 
the humanities” (p. 394). Two examples underscore the strength of leadership studies 
based on a humanities perspective and reinforce this point. The examples are from two 
disciplines: philosophy and psychology. 
 Price (2008), a philosopher, argued that leaders fail morally based on a lack of 
will, not because of lack of knowledge or belief in morally appropriate action. The leader 
allows self-interest to override doing the right thing−what the leader knows should be 
done−causing compromises in the leader’s moral or ethical value system. In some cases, 
Price recorded that leaders in this category come to believe they are excepted from moral 
standards that apply to the general population. Price used Aristotle, Kant, and 
Shakespeare to buttress the argument that moral and ethical standards, which apply to the 
general population, also apply to those in a position of leadership.  
 Using a psychologist’s approach to leadership, Goethals’ (2008) treatise included 
arguments that Grant’s legacy is much more favorable and positive than as 
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conventionally presented in the past. Goethals argued that Grant’s leadership was 
unusually effective and successful, as exhibited in superior strategic thinking, clear and 
concise communications, and sage decision making. Grant’s style and persona though, 
was distinctive, a result of an unusual collection of personality traits, which contributed 
to Grant’s negative media and historical treatment. Ultimately, Goethals contended that 
fact plus the social perception bias and sympathetic press of the time assisted in 
cultivating a negative perception of the Grant’s leadership legacy in both military and 
presidential dimensions. Glynn and DeJordy ( 2010) described the psychological 
approach to leadership as to be based on the premise that leaders were somehow different 
and possessed special skills, attributes, or abilities that others did not possess. While great 
man and trait perspectives have long been the key contribution of the psychology 
discipline to leadership studies, Goethals’ article demonstrated that the danger of such an 
approach of framing leadership from a socially accepted ideal schema may result in 
mislead assessments of a leader’s actual contribution.    
 A weakness of the humanities approach is its lack of grounding in the scientific 
method. By not enabling the scientific method in its research, the humanities have their 
own challenges when it comes to quality control, standards, methods in leadership studies 
research (Ciulla, 2008). Some scholars suggested that leadership studies should consist of 
a complementary mix of social science and humanity-based content (Ciulla, 2008). In this 
way, the benefits of research from the scientific method would be nested alongside 
humanities-based content on the human condition.  
Assessment 
There is a growing demand for accountability and assessment in higher education 
(Association of American Colleges and Universities, 2008; CAS, 2009; Council for 
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Higher Education Accreditation, 2013; U.S. Department of Education, 2006). There is 
also a growing realization that leadership studies programs require effective assessment 
to buttress the credibility of leadership as an academic field of study to connect the 
process of curriculum development to program improvement and to validate the utility of 
programs. The purpose of this section is to review the central issues dealing with the 
problem of assessment in leadership studies programs. Despite the increased utility and 
recognition of the value of leadership programs as an important institutional outcome in 
higher education, there remains a paucity of evidence on the effectiveness of such 
programs, or a concenus on what constitutes best practices or unifying themes (Dugan et 
al., 2011).  
Two major issues related to assessment are reflected in the literature. Concomitant 
with program growth, while there has been an abundance of scholarly research on 
leadership programs, theories of leadership, and leadership processes; there remains a 
dearth of research literature on program evaluation relating to undergraduate leadership 
studies. Second, most literature on the subject of program evaluation of leadership studies 
is dated. Symptomatic of this paucity, a keystone publication in the field of leadership, 
The Leadership Quarterly, issued a call for papers on the evaluation of leadership 
development, noting that there are few published works on the evaluation of leadership 
development programs (Hannum & Craig, 2008). Additionally, a literature search on 
program evaluation of selected institutional programs yielded just four studies over the 
last 15 years (Ayman et al., 2003; Badal, 2003; Brungardt, 1997; Brungardt et al., 2006; 
Brungardt & Crawford, 1996; Funk, 2005; Russon & Reinelt, 2004). Despite the 
popularity and proliferation of leadership development programs, all literature points to 
the same conclusion−that few studies have documented the student, institutional, and 
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community outcomes of these programs (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 2005). Finally, a review 
of extant literature revealed that there is little research or literature on what educational 
methods and approaches are most effective in developing capabilities in undergraduate 
educational leadership programs (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 2005).   
Measuring the effectiveness of leadership studies programs remains a key area of 
debate, challenge, and vulnerability for the higher education leadership community. 
Three specific issues within higher education with respect to assessment fall into three 
categories: (a) a shortage of research in outcomes evaluation, (b) a lack of consistent 
models and standards to be used in evaluation, and (c) a lack of consistent interpretation 
within the academy on the effectiveness of leadership studies programs. While the 
leadership learning community agrees on the value of assessment, evaluation design and 
processes are perplexing and opaque to the community (Brungardt & Crawford, 1996).  
With respect to the first issue, assessment remains an essential component to 
accurately gauge whether programs are reaching their stated goals, yet within the 
leadership studies field, there is a paucity of research on program effectiveness (Eich, 
2008; Funk, 2005). Eich (2008) noted that “there has been little empirical research on 
student leadership program quality and program activities that contribute significantly to 
leadership development and learning” (p. 176). Additionally, longitudinal research is 
noticeably limited, with most research designs being short duration or focused on single 
programs (Riggio & Mumford, 2011). The reasons are generally attributed to the 
subjective, elusive, and amorphous nature of the topic, and the evolving nature of 
leadership as a relatively new academic program (Riggio & Mumford, 2011). For 
example, general theories of leadership that explain aspects of the leadership process, 
remain undeveloped, unclear, or lack the concensus among leadership scholars (Dugan, 
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2011). As alluded to, the nature of the leadership phenomenon may also contribute. 
Conger (1998) attributed the paucity in effectiveness research to the complexity of the 
phenomenon, its multiple conceptual levels, and its dynamic nature.  
The documentation on the shortfall of research on the effectiveness of leadership 
studies was also noted in the three benchmark studies: Brungardt (1997), Funk (2005), 
and Journal of Leadership Studies article, “Quality and Impact of Educational Leadership 
Programs: A National Study” (Shen et al., 1999). These three studies stated that while 
scholary research on leadership programs was abundant, little research existed on the 
effectiveness of leadership programs and what educational methods and approaches were 
best practice. The Shen et al. (1999) study also illuminated research in leadership 
program assessment shortfalls, and solicited additional research on different impact 
parameters. Finally, Riggio and Mumford (2011) solicited the need for additional studies 
based on longitudinal designs.  
In addition to the shortage of outcomes-based research on the effectiveness of 
leadership studies programs, the literature included conclusions that an effective design 
and approach to the evaluation of leadership studies program is noticeably absent. One 
size fits all constructs are abundant, but context designed constructs are absent. To 
underscore this point, according to Funk (2005), only one evaluation rubric exists in the 
literature that established standards to evaluate leadership development programs (Funk, 
2005). Chambers (as cited in Funk, 2005) model, which evaluates program structuring, 
methodological criteria, program administration, and consequence criteria standards. The 
Chamber’s (1992) model and the one supported by the CAS (2009) entitled, “CAS 
Professional Standards for Higher Education,” are limited in that both provide content 
suggestions and focus on processes necessary for implementation, rather than how to 
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implement a program or evaluate its institutional effectiveness (Burkhardt & 
Zimmerman-Oster, 1999). A dissertation by Badal (2003), Leadership Education: A 
Study of leadership Educators and Employers, included a conclusion that only limited 
information exists on the evaluation methods for student leadership progams. Badal noted 
that Chambers (1992) recommended using four trends to analyze leadership development 
programs and noted that the CAS (2009) also promulgated standards.  
Part of the dilemma in standardizing evaluation designs lies in tailoring  
evaluation to outcomes. Dugan (2011) suggested that in the education sector, the rapid 
expansion of programs has been accomplished without the benefit of scholarly effort or 
training in leadership studies or curriculum development. Dugan asked how can 
outcomes be assessed without the bedrock fundamentals being in place? Allen and 
Roberts (2011) pointed to the necessity of achieving a concensus on leadership learning 
principles and language, and pointed to the necessity of achieving a concensus on the 
language of leadership as a way of formulating outcomes, efficiencies, and enabling 
shared purpose.    
Strategies for evaluation are also noticeably few (Funk, 2005). Cress et al. (2001) 
recorded that few scholarly studies focus on the strategies for evaluation. Generalized 
models, applicable to leadership education programs in general, are prevalent, yet no 
models are specifically designed to analyze outcomes associated with leadership studies. 
Assessment vehicles, such as the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI), Leadership 
Identity Development, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, and the Socially 
Responsible Leadership Scale measure extant theories or models, such as the social 
change model of leadership, and may not be appropriate for evaluation of academic 
programs because they are targeted toward specific models or general development 
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programs.  
Designing evaluation for a particular context is a challenge, according to the 
literature. Leadership development, education, and training programs can significantly 
differ from academic programs in rigor, content, and pedegogy. Development programs 
have different oversight mechanisms and different academic programming, and operate 
from different empirical and theoretical views (Dugan, 2011). Developmental leadership 
programs can be housed in a separate department, for example, such as in student affairs, 
or within a disciplinary branch. They may consist of short duration classes, seminars, or 
programs, and may be heavily weighted on a cocurricular component as opposed to an 
academic program which is long term, multidisciplinary, and taken as a major or minor. 
Evaluation methodologies must be designed with outcomes in mind (Allen & Roberts, 
2011; Brungardt, 1997; Dugan, 2011).    
Additional evidence of the other inconsistencies related to program evaluation 
abound in the literature. Burkhart and Zimmerman-Oster (1999), in their study, 
“Leadership in the Making: A Comprehensive Examination of the Impact of Leadership 
Development Programs on Students,” conducted an evaluation, which reviewed 31 
projects funded by the W. K. Kellogg Foundation between 1980 and 1998. While the 
study supported findings that leadership programs are beneficial to those that 
participated, it also posited that contemporary evaluations are isolated, and recommended 
a more comprehensive look to evaluate and access leadership development programs. 
According to Burkhardt and Zimmerman-Oster, the real challenge, according to this 
report, because scholarship in evaluation is almost nonexistent, is to “document and 
expand” the findings of known studies so that they may have broader impact (p. 52).  
There have been few evaluations for effectiveness of academic programs, and the 
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four previous studies conducted over the past 20 years are products of their literature, and 
none mention recent findings on intervention issues which may skew research accuracy.  
Recent literature findings challenge the accuracy of outcomes assessment for leadership 
education programs (Rosch & Schwartz, 2009). Rosch and Schwartz (2009) pointed to 
five potential leadership intervention issues, which may limit or skew the measurement of 
student’s learned leadership skills. First is the honeymoon effect in which survey 
participants may overstate leadership interventions if the measuring instrument is 
administered directly upon completion of an intervention. Second is the horizon effect in 
which participant reponses on pretest instruments are skewed because their perceptions of 
learning change through the leadership interventions. Third is the Hollywood effect in 
which participants rank themselves higher in areas that are socially desirable. Fourth, 
according to Rosch and Schwartz, is the halo effect in which “observers who have a 
positive conception of someone in one area may rank them higher in other areas” as a 
result (p. 181). Fifth is the hallmark effect in which participants who are not confident of 
their leadership skills or who do not self-report as leaders intentionally depress the impact 
of their learning. Rosch and Schwartz stated that the impact of the horizon effect is 
extremely important in leadership education assessment because leadership educators 
strive to change behaviors of students, as well as perspectives.  
Limitations in current research on leadership program outcomes is impacted by 
other parameters, such as research design. As an example, Goertzen (2009) lamented the 
lack of scholarly research and published literature on learning goals and objectives in 
leadership education programs. Goertzen reported on the shortfalls with assessment 
approaches, stating that the vast majority of assessment articles rely only on self-
reporting measures and fail to use more comprehensive approaches to the evaluation of 
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student learning. According to Goertzen, most assessment articles fail to link “assessment 
practices to the unique context of program level goals” (p. 149). Part of the difficulty may 
be in the eye of the holder, the author records, or the result of myths on leadership 
development, which are unsupported by empirical or theoretical foundations (Dugan, 
2011).  
 Finally, while there is concensus in the positive outcomes as a result of 
participation in leadership studies programs, there is little concensus on how to conduct 
evaluation and what components of leadership education have the most impact on a 
student’s development. The results of several assessments, in fact, were confusing, and in 
some cases, in conflict with one another or showed little value from long-term leadership 
education programs. Cress et al. (2001) reported positive gains based on their study of 
875 students at 10 colleges and universities in the areas of civic responsibility, 
multicultural awareness, understanding of leadership theories, and personal and society 
values. Still others reported studies that show no impact in student growth by taking 
leadership studies programs or other assessments that show only growth in the 
experiental or service-learning component of a leadership education program (Dugan & 
Komives, 2010; Dugan et al., 2011). Dugan et al. (2011) examined 16 different types of 
leadership programs ranging from academic minors to workshops, and concluded that 
only minor positive changes occurred in a student’s leadership efficacy and capacity.  
 DiPaolo (2008) pointed to a longitudinal study that suggested students’ attributes 
improved mostly due to their own leadership experiences and less to leadership 
education. DiPaolo’s finding cast doubt on the impact of classroom experiences and 
formal curricula in a leadership education program and pointed to experiental 
components as having the most impact on changing behaviors and attitudes. Most 
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importantly, DiPaolo opined that the evaluation and assessment of leadership education 
programs have been skewed or compromised to substantiate the contributions of 
leadership education programs by using nonlongitudinal frameworks, and using 
exclusively self-reported or anecdotal commentary as a substitute for empirical evidence. 
DiPaolo, along with others, stated that longitudinal studies are uncommon in the 
leadership studies field, in part because of the paucity of databases, which support such 
research (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 2005; Riggio & Mumford, 2011). Additionally, the 
DiPaolo reported that most scholars who measure the impact of leadership education 
programs do so at a specific point in time, which, in the author’s opinion, is a real 
limitation on accurate assessments.    
 With respect to this project, the evaluation of the Jepson program will replicate 
elements of two previous studies: Brungardt’s at Ft. Hays State University in 1997, and 
Funk’s at Kansas State University in 2005. To the best of this researcher’s knowledge, 
these are the only two effectiveness dissertation studies completed on academic 
programs. The research project replicated the outcomes orientation of both those studies, 
yet differed in the number and type of research instruments. During the study, the 
researcher considered the intervention issues mentioned earlier in the review, the impacts 
of which were not noted in the two previous studies. The Brungardt research was both 
formative and summative, and made extensive measurements of the value of specific 
courses. The Funk project did not use a pretest format and focused on change among 
seniors. This applied dissertation project differed in that first-year Jepson students were 
tested in addition to collecting quantitative and qualitative data on graduating seniors and 
alumni. The focus of the study was on summative conclusions, using multiple 
instruments to triangulate information. 
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Key issues on evaluation focus on evidence of student learning (DiPaolo, 2008). 
Most scholarly research included conclusions that outcomes assessments, both formative 
and summative, constitute the main effort in validating the effectiveness of leadership 
education. While some data positively correlated the contribution of such programs to 
socially responsible citizenship, critical thinking, cultural awareness, and personal 
awareness, other research was not so sanguine (Bryman, 2004; Cress et al., 2001; Dugan 
et al., 2011; Rosch & Schwartz, 2009). The paucity of leadership research on 
effectiveness, coupled with debates about leadership design, have left the current state of 
evaluation in a problematic status (Ostrom-Blonigen, Bornsen, Larson-Casselton, & 
Erickson, 2010).   
 Wagner (2009) stated that evaluation and effectiveness research, and, in 
particular, outcomes assessments, does not take into account the developmental processes 
inherent in a student developing a leadership identity. According to Wagner, this resulted 
in research that categorizes students into boxes, instead of a comprehensive insight into 
how they experience or interpretate their world. Adult development theory stipulates that 
many factors at the individual level influence the impact of such amorphous programs, 
such as leadership education, and assessments typically are unable to adequately address 
the role or impact of this component (DiPaolo, 2008; Huber, 2002; Wagner, 2009). 
Dugan (2011) agreed with Wagner in this regard and refuted the notion that leadership 
development is simple and fundamentally tranformational (as opposed to developmental). 
Dugan stated that leadership development requires knowledge of a parallel process 
associated with social identity, cognition, and psychosocial development. Additionally, 
Bryman (2004) stated that research design in leadership lacks innovation and 
imagination. Dugan pointed to the use of a single kind of data instrument, the self-
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reporting questionaire, as the dominant vehicle to collect information, and suggested 
additional instruments should be used to validate analysis and conclusions. One-
dimensional research leads to little empirical evidence to substantiate the benefits, 
strengths and weaknesses, and overall program quality of development programs (Eich, 
2008).  
 Goertzen (2009) agreed with Eich that most research articles on the effectiveness 
of academic leadership programs focus primarily on individual assignment or activity 
levels, instead of institutional goals or outcomes, and most rely on self-reported 
measures, rather than the more comprehensive approaches. Goertzen issued a challenge 
to researchers to shore up assessment in an effort to show the credibility and value of the 
field, and pointed to the growing influence of critics of academically based programs, 
such as DiPaolo (2008). DiPaolo challenged the conventional thinking of the leadership 
education community by attributing leadership growth to experiences−what DiPaolo 
termed the “crucible,” and downplayed the contribution of the classroom component of 
leadership education (p. 81). 
 An outcomes approach to assessment, however, has generally been accepted as 
the standard to design research on the effectiveness of leadership studies. Evaluation 
guides and rubrics for leadership studies programs, however, are few (Funk, 2005). 
“Guiding Questions: Guidelines for Leadership Education Programs” (Ritch & Mengel, 
2009; ILA, 2010), provided a framework to address the challenges of assessment. Ritch 
and Mengel (2009) recommended an assessment design based on learning outcomes: 
“What are the intended outcomes of the leadership education program and how are they 
assessed and used to ensure continious quality improvement” (p. 220). The ILA 
recommended assessment account for both summative and formative program evaluation 
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and lists, among its many key research questions, that academically based programs list 
evidence of “competency and growth” in student learning (p. 33).   
 The leadership education community has not issued a call for homogeneity in 
assessment or evaluation (Goertzen, 2009). As Burns (1978, 2003) and other scholars 
pointed out, a unifying theory of leadership is perhaps not attainable. Others, such as 
Ciulla et al. (2006), argued that multiple perspectives contribute to the granularity of the 
discussion on the topic and, by doing so, provide for a richer and more comprehensive 
understanding. Guidelines, such as those promulgated by the ILA, are meant to integrate 
multiple points of view from various communities of practice, different academic fields, 
and disciples, in order to inform the design and framework for the assessment process. 
Still other researchers argued that the push for social justice venues in higher education 
have created untenable myths which influence academic programming in such fields as 
leadership (Dugan, 2011). Overall, the literature documented the need to measure 
effectiveness, if not for any other reason than to substantiate the value of studying 
leadership in an academic setting.  
Research Questions  
Four basic research questions guided this research study:  
1. Do leadership studies programs alter or effect students’ attitudes, knowledge, or 
behaviors? If so, how do they change?  
2. How do students perceive the impact of leadership curricula towards career 
goals? 
3. Do student perceptions of leadership change over time?  
4. Which program components of leadership studies (curriculum, practicum, or 
pedagogy) contributed most to educational outcomes? How can the program be 
58 
 
improved?  
Summary 
 The purpose of this literature review was threefold. The rise of college-based 
leadership studies programs revealed that this nascent field is rapidly emerging as a 
recognized academic discipline. The literature review substantiated the theoretical base 
for these programs, and the extant literature reviewed the status on major issues facing 
the community. The volume of research literature on the efficacy of academic programs 
was still small in comparison with general research on leadership topics and within the 
narrow band of discussion on assessment, the literature suggested that more 
comprehensive and multidimensional designs would be more effective in accurately 
capturing data, best practices, and conclusions. The literature included conclusions that 
these programs are effective, but the degree and trajectory of student learning remains 
ellusive. Most importantly, the shift in focus from individual traits and behaviors to group 
dynamics, and the role of followership is well-documented as a paradigm shift in how 
leadership education approaches learning. Jenkins (2011) noted that the academic study 
of leadership has failed, in large part, due to its emphasis on studying the leader, instead 
of understanding the dynamics of what followers look for in a leader. Many would 
dispute this assertion and the gist of Jenkins’ conclusion because the literature supported 
the opposite determination. While assessment remains a challenge, the paradigm of 
teaching leadership has changed, as evidenced by the most scholarly writings.    
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Chapter 3: Methodology and Research Design 
A defining characteristic of academically based leadership studies programs is the 
lack of evaluation of their effectiveness (Brungardt, 1997; Chambers, 1994; Eich, 2008; 
Funk, 2005; Goertzen, 2009). Program evaluation in leadership studies has been a key 
vulnerability which has further enabled critics of the discipline to pile on. Brungardt 
(1997) stated that evaluation links process to action and validates the worth of a program, 
in addition to assisting the decision maker with programmatic and other key decisions. 
Evaluation is necessary for efficiencies and demanded in this age of accountability. This 
project was a program evaluation and, for that purpose, the definition of evaluation 
provided by Fitzpatrick, Sanders, and Worthen (2004) was appropriate: “The 
identification, clarification, and application of defensible criteria to determine an 
evaluation object’s value relative to those criteria” (p. 5). While both evaluation and 
assessment are valuable to institutions, they differ in their context. 
Program evaluation differs from assessment in that evaluation in leadership 
studies involves some subjectivity and judgment of data with respect to standards while 
assessment refers mainly to the collection and compilation of data (Brungardt, 1997; 
Fitzpatrick et al., 2004). However, both lead to recommendations intended to optimize a 
program relative to its intended purpose or to determine if the program utility is 
beneficial (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004). Integrating assessment and evaluation into an 
effective research design is challenging. An appropriate research design is both crucial to 
understanding the value of a leadership studies program yet difficult to engineer due to 
the complexity of the topic. Two areas affecting research design are the unique 
challenges with assessment in leadership education and the use of mixed-methods 
approaches to research leadership topics.  
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Goertzen (2009) identified four problems related to assessment of leadership 
education programs in higher education: (a) lack of published literature regarding 
learning outcomes; (b) assessments were not focused on learning outcomes, but rather 
individual assignments, activities, or courses; (c) most studies reported using only self-
report means, such as surveys that are subject to reliability concerns; (d) there was no 
comprehensive process that linked assessment to the unique context of the program goals. 
Goertzen explicitly stated that leadership education programs in higher education should 
be unique by reflecting the mission, vision, and institutional outcomes of the college or 
university in which they originate. Learning outcomes are a key element in how a school 
defines itself, according to Goertzen; therefore, assessment and evaluation are critical 
components to improve programs and also bolster institutional credibility and 
accountability. With this view of challenges to evaluation, finding the appropriate 
research design for leadership studies projects becomes a central concern.  
The research construct and philosophical approach should be appropriate for the 
phenomena under investigation. Placing this project’s research methodology in context 
required discussion of philosophical perspectives on leadership studies in order to 
understand the underpinnings of research models. The value of doing so would allow 
discrimination between research modes so as to determine which research approach 
would be the most effective to evaluate the project. What does the literature reflect with 
respect to research approach?  
The concept of leadership should be matched with the appropriate research 
design. In the review of the general literature on the topic, the term leadership is reflected 
as a vague, yet complex, word with many definitions that are contextual in nature (Ciulla 
et al., 2006; Northhouse, 2001; Rost, 1993). The consistent view by the academy is that 
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the concept of leadership is characterized as a multilayered phenomenon, is dynamic and 
embedded with social influence and contextual characteristics, and has a symbolic 
component (Conger, 1998). This view originated within the discipline of psychology and 
other behavioral sciences, as these disciplines have done the lion’s share of scholarly 
research in the field.  
The complexity of leadership is most understood through its multilayered 
characteristic. In characterizing the leadership phenomenon, Conger (1998) noted its 
multilayered nature, which Conger grouped into behavioral, organizational, interpersonal, 
relational, environmental, and intrapsychic categories. Yammarino and Dansereau (as 
cited in Mumford, 2011) reported that the multilayered nature of leadership includes 
relational and social context dimensions at the individual, group, dyadic, organizational, 
and societal levels. Kempster and Parry (2011) described key aspects of leadership as 
social, contextual, process oriented, and relational, and that any efforts at assessment 
must frame these aspects into the research design. Leadership, then, is a contextually rich 
phenomenon, which is characterized by unique processes and environmental constraints. 
Efforts to explain causality must embrace a research design that can explain the nuances 
and allow for deeper examination of effects. Research designs typically fall into three 
categories: qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods. For the study of leadership, are 
qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methods more effective in answering the research 
questions and addressing the underlying issue of effectiveness?  
Research Conceptual Design  
Conger (1998) stated that quantitative methods alone are insufficient to 
investigate a subject as amorphous as leadership, which is subjective and contextually 
rich, and operates in the individual domain. Conger reported that quantitative methods 
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typically are used for single levels of analysis on static subjects and quantitative studies 
cannot draw the links across the multiple levels so characteristic of leadership to explain 
outcomes. Qualitative methods, in Conger’s opinion, are much better suited for 
immersion topics with a dynamic and multifaceted nature, such as leadership. Bryman 
(2004) agreed with Conger, yet stated that the inherent contradiction is that the 
foundation of leadership research is drawn from psychology, which by its nature is 
wedded to scientific and experimental research designs and is resistant to qualitative 
research because of its nonexperimental nature. There are other design considerations. 
Shamir (2011) pointed out the necessity of studying leadership over time as an important 
component for understanding development and that quantitative analysis alone typically 
measures a subject statically. Additionally, leadership concepts embody soft-skill 
attributes, which should be accounted for in research on academically based programs. 
As an example, Brungardt (2011) identified undergraduate leadership education programs 
as emphasizing outcomes, such as collaboration, critical thinking, teamwork, and 
effective communication. Such categories of outcomes are prevalent in most leadership 
academic programs and reflect the multilayered, social context, and relational model so 
difficult to be captured by quantitative methods alone (Black & Earnest, 2009; Brungardt 
et al., 2006; Conger, 1998; Eich, 2008).  
Finally, the literature supported the contention that a mixed-methods approach to 
this project was best suited for leadership due to the nature of the phenomenon (Stentz, 
Plan Clark, & Matkin, 2012). The subject of this research, the effectiveness of an 
undergraduate leadership studies program, has unique axiomatic qualities that need a 
range of quantifiable, scientific data and subjective properties and therefore, requires an 
appropriate research structure to investigate causality. The blended or mixed-methods 
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approach would provide that structure. Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007) defined mixed 
methods as a “type of research in which qualitative and quantitative methodologies are 
combined in and used in a single investigation” (p. 645). Creswell and Plano Clark 
(2007) provided a more philosophical and structural definition: 
Mixed-methods research is a research design with philosophical assumptions, as 
well as methods of inquiry. As a methodology, it involves philosophical 
assumptions that guide the direction of the collection and analysis and mixture of 
qualitative and quantitative approaches in many phases of the research process. 
As a method, it focuses on collecting, analyzing, and mixing both quantitative and 
qualitative data in a single study to series of studies. Its central premise is that the 
use of quantitative and qualitative approaches in combination provides a better 
understanding of research problems than either approach alone. (p. 5) 
 
Mixed methods are emerging as a growing methodology in leadership research 
yet only constitutes 11.6% of studies was completed between 2000 and 2009 (Gardner, 
Lowe, Moss, Mahoney, & Cogliser, 2010; Stentz, et al., 2012). A mixed-methods design 
combines the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative methodologies and mitigates 
the weakness. The focus of mixed-methods research is on the consequences of the 
research, rather than the methods to inform on the problem under study (Gall et al., 
2007). Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) stated that the limitation of quantitative 
approaches is that the methods do not capture the context in rich enough detail, “the 
voices of participants are not directly heard,” and the biases of the researcher are not 
transparent (p. 9). Using qualitative research counters these weaknesses, but cannot 
capture data accurately to generalize for the population being studied, which is a strength 
of quantitative research. The relational and social context emphasis in leadership studies 
programs is typically associated with a constructivism view of research, where 
participants form subjective views to make meaning of phenomena. Constructivism is 
typically associated with a qualitative design. What methods are incorporated in a mixed-
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methods approach? 
A mixed-methods design incorporates qualitative instruments to complement the 
data captured during the quantitative process. General literature on assessing or 
evaluating programs supports an outcomes approach, with summative and formative 
components. While research projects that evaluate the effectiveness of academic 
leadership programs are few, extant assessment designs have encompassed self-reporting 
survey instruments, and qualitative components, such as interviews or observation. As 
reported by Funk (2005), using quantitative methods dominated by the discipline of 
psychology, and data-gathering via questionnaires to derive conclusions and analysis 
have been the traditional and predominant method for conducting leadership research. 
Funk said that quantitative research techniques, when used in research for leadership 
studies, have limitations and, in some cases, are inadequate for investigating the 
phenomenon. Conger (1998) stipulated that quantitative research fails to draw 
meaningful linkages between the many layers that leadership functions within, such as 
the interpersonal, behavioral, and organizational aspects. Conger concluded that 
quantitative research has limited effectiveness by being narrow and one dimensional. 
Conger described the advantages inherent in qualitative research and posited that 
qualitative techniques allow for greater insight into explaining the “how and why” of 
leadership phenomena (p. 109).  
Other studies touted the utility of using a mixed-methods, also called blended, 
approach. The Burkhardt and Zimmerman-Oster study (1999) used both quantitative and 
qualitative techniques, including longitudinal surveys, interviews, and surveys as did the 
national study by Shen et al. (1999). Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) stated that the most 
common method within mixed methods is the triangulation design. Creswell and Plano 
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Clark recorded that the purpose of this design is to “obtain different but complementary 
data on the same topic in order to best understand the research topic. . . . [Of the three 
variants of the triangulation design noted by Creswell and Plano Clark, the] convergence 
model” is the one selected for this project (pp. 62-64). The convergence model is the 
traditional model used in comparing and validating quantitative results with qualitative 
findings during the interpretation phase. According to Creswell and Plano Clark, in this 
model, the researcher collects and analyzes quantitative and qualitative data separately 
which are then compared, with the express purpose of “ending with a valid and well-
substantiated conclusion about a single phenomenon” (p. 65).  
Based on an assessment of the literature with regard to the most effective research 
approach, this project used a mixed-methods, blended approach to answer the research 
questions, taking advantages of the strengths of quantitative and qualitative venues to 
provide results with greater granularity. Qualitative techniques, such as case study and 
interview techniques, were coupled with quantitative methods, such as surveys. The 
project was modeled on prior techniques in studies by Brungardt (1997), Funk (2005), 
and Burkhardt and Zimmerman-Oster (1999). While some replication of their study 
methodology took place, lines of inquiry were original, as were the program context 
being studied. Differences are mentioned in the Participants and Research Setting section. 
Participants and Research Setting 
The targeted population will be undergraduate students who are in their senior and 
sophomore year of studies in the leadership studies program and declared majors at the 
University of Richmond’s, Jepson School of Leadership Studies. The survey process 
includes contacting new students who typically are selected to attend Jepson during their 
sophomore year and giving volunteers a quantitative pretest using a standardized 
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leadership skills inventory. In order to ensure that population validity is resonant in the 
research, the research design will include as large a sample base as possible. The Jepson 
School of Leadership has a small student population so the research effort would be 
challenged to retrieve sampling responses from the majority of sophomores and seniors. 
Based on past research and the recommendations of Gall et al. (2007) for survey type 
research, a level of significance of p < .05, selected for assessing the degree of 
significance between means of the control group (sophomores) and the treatment group 
(seniors) for the quantitative analysis. This is a level that is generally accepted in the 
social sciences for a statistically significant result (Gall et al., 2007; George & Mallery, 
2008).  
Previous dissertations with research of a similar nature had average populations of 
55 in the sample population of those students returning survey information and the size of 
the population was considered robust enough to support the study criteria (Brungardt, 
1997; Funk, 2005). A comparable sample size, relative to the Jepson student population, 
supported statistically significant findings to reject the null hypotheses, within the 
parameters of a medium to large effect size. These research precedents demonstrated that 
this sample size was sufficient to support the objectives of the study, satisfied both 
reliability and validity concerns, and was large enough to reduce the sampling error. 
Sampling was large enough to ensure confidence in the findings, adhere to generally 
accepted power analysis standards, and render statistically significant results.  
The population within the sample was limited to those students in the final year of 
graduating with a leadership major, and incoming students who apply to the Jepson 
School during their sophomore year. Students were randomly selected; however, 
participants were reviewed for gender, ethnic, and other demographic information to 
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ensure the issues of diversity were addressed in the sampling process, because an analysis 
of the population results by year (i.e., sophomore or senior) is a research goal. The 
challenges of a small student population at Jepson have been noted and can be a 
significant factor because a portion of the design includes hypothesis testing. To achieve 
the desired statistical power, reliability, and validity criteria, the sample size for the 
quantitative instruments, the LPI-Self (LPI-S), and the Postprogram Attitude Survey 
(PPAS), needed to encompass the majority of the students who were graduating, as well 
as a high percentage of sophomores. The sophomore sample size, which was drawn from 
a larger population than seniors, should approximate the same number for the seniors 
taking the LPI-S. Using the typical structural components of power analysis, Olejnik 
(1984) stated, that with a medium effect size using the independent samples t test (which 
was used in this research) at a .05 level of significance, with statistical power at the 95% 
level, a sample size of 50 is adequate. Olejnik also stated that a large effect size reduces 
the sample size to 19 for the independent samples t test with a level of significance at the 
normal threshold of α = .05. The goal of a medium or large effect size has been chosen 
for this study when sampling and conducting statistical inferences, in part, due to the 
small student population issues, but also because of the literature’s suggestion that the 
goal of the research should be to determine if the results are significant.  
For the quantitative portion, the following procedures were used to select the 
sample. Random sampling was used to complete the survey instruments. There was no 
advantage in using other sampling techniques due to the small student population. If the 
purpose of the project was to study behavior and attitude modification, random sampling 
would also provide the study with enough coverage to ensure diversity. The sample 
population was compared to the Jepson School of Leadership demographic from The 
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University of Richmond Factbook (2010) for consistency and variation. Procedures for 
collecting the sample included the following. Seniors working toward a major in 
leadership studies were identified using information from the Jepson School’s database. 
Incoming sophomores were also identified using the same vehicle. By agreement, this 
was facilitated by the Jepson School staff because the researcher did not have access to 
the university’s database. The sample was then collected from among the two groups, but 
included the majority of students, if possible, simply because of the small program 
population, and the goal of achieving a statistically significant finding and increasing 
power. The justification for this approach was to ensure that published standards for 
quantitative research participation were met to ensure population validity (Creswell & 
Plano Clark, 2007; Gall et al., 2007).   
According to Gall et al. (2007), for the qualitative portion, which was facilitated 
through faculty, alumni, key administrator, and student postprogram interviews, the 
“maximum variation strategy” was used because this technique had the characteristic of 
representing the “entire range of variations” of the leadership characteristics being 
studied, in this case, behavioral or attitude modifications in the typical Jepson School 
experience. Gall et al. stated this serves two purposes: “ to document the range of 
variations and identify themes and patterns” (p. 182). 
The maximum variation sampling strategy is one type of strategy recommended 
by Gall et al. (2007) for qualitative research. It was the appropriate approach for this 
project due to the nature of the phenomena being studied. As a case study, this project 
researcher sought to identity causal factors of the leadership phenomenon. A key 
assumption was that such an amorphous entity had wide variance in its effects. Because 
of the incredible complexity and multilevel aspect of leadership, any qualitative sampling 
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strategy must address the wide range of potential impacts from such a program. To 
accomplish that task, the researcher reviewed quantitative information first, in an effort to 
determine the scale and scope of reactions from students participating in the leadership 
studies program. The qualitative postprogram interviews then took place using the 
maximum variation strategy, meaning that diversity of the student population was a 
selection factor to ensure all sectors of the student population were included. Any other 
qualitative sampling strategy may miss the entire range of characteristics and reactions 
inherent in this type of program.    
Interviews were also conducted with administrators and faculty responsible for 
developing, implementing, and administering the program of instruction, in order to gain 
their insights, opinions, and perceptions. The key individuals include Sandra J. Peart, 
PhD, , Dean, Jepson School of Leadership; Terry L. Price, PhD, Chair, and the original 
drafter of the Jepson curriculum; and Terry L. Price, PhD, Associate Dean of Academic 
Affairs. These interviews added another layer of granularity to the program context and 
provided another source to further triangulate data.  
Instruments 
Five research methods are commonly applied in the the study of leadership 
(Mumford, 2011). These are the survey, field investigation, experimental, historimetric, 
and the quantitative. This project was modeled on previous studies, using formats from 
the Brungardt (1997) and Funk (2005) dissertations, modified, when applicable, to the 
Jepson context. It is survey research. Permissions were obtained from Kouzes and Posner 
and from Brungardt to use their products. The research instruments for this project 
included two self-reporting instruments, three interview protocols, and a portfolio 
assessment. Qualitative methods included interviews with key faculty or administrators, 
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alumni members, students, and portfolio assessments. Quantitative methods included 
self-reporting surveys and postprogram surveys. The surveys used the Brungardt (1997) 
and Funk (2005) survey formats with content updated and modified for program context. 
A brief description of each instrument is discussed in chapter 3 and summarized in Tables 
3 and 4. The focus of the surveys was to measure for changes in behaviors, attitudes, 
leadership skills, such as knowledge of leadership theories, or adaptation of leadership 
techniques, such as conflict management. Table 3 is a simple listing of the Kouzes and 
Posner LPI behaviors and the most recent Jepson School learning outcomes. This listing 
is meant to educate the reader on the elements of each and is holistic; It is not meant to 
suggest each behavior correlates exactly with a certain Jepson learning outcome.  
Table 3 
Kouzes and Posner’s Five Leadership Practices Arrayed Against the 2012-2013 
Academic Year Learning Outcomes  
 
 
Leadership practice Jepson learning outcomes 
 
 
Modeling the way Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of 
ethical thinking in leadership and personal contexts, 
particularly the relationship between morality and self-
interest. 
 
Inspiring a shared vision Students will demonstrate their capacity to apply theory, 
principles, concepts, and ideas in the field of leadership in a 
variety of settings. 
 
Challenging the process Students will demonstrate enhanced proficiency in written 
communication over the course of their studies. 
 
Enabling others to act Students will be able to articulate their understanding of 
leadership and their growth as a student of the Jepson 
School. 
Encouraging the heart 
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Table 4 is a summary of instruments arrayed against their collection objective. 
Included in the summary are a summary of the instrument matrix, purpose, and the time 
line. 
Table 4  
Summary of Instrument Matrix, Purpose, and Time Line 
 
 
 Measurement attribute Data 
 
Instrument (variable tested) collection Type Participant 
 
 
Leadership practicies  Behaviors Beginning Quantitative Sophomore, 
 inventory-self  Nov. 2012  senior 
 
Postprogram attitude  Attitudes, behaviors, Beginning Quantitative Senior 
 survey-self knowledge Nov. 2012 
 
Portfolio analysis Attitudes, behaviors, Beginning  Qualitative Senior 
  knowledge Mar. 2013 
 
Postprogram interviews Program feedback Beginning  Qualitative Senior 
   Mar. 2013 
 
Faculty, key staff,  Program context Beginning Qualitative Dean, 
 administrators     Key staff 
 interviews 
 
Alumni interviews Attitudes, behaviors, May 2013 Qualitative Alumni 
  knowledge 
 
 
LPI-S  
A critical measure of the effectiveness of leadership education is the degree to 
which leadership skills have been transferred to the student as a result of the curriculum 
and pedagogy.The LPI-S (see Appendix A) is a highly renown self-reporting research 
instrument developed by Kouzes and Posner (2003a, 2003b) used to measure the rate of 
implementation of leadership behaviors.  
The LPI-S included the question, “How frequently do I engage in the behavior 
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described?” The survey listed 30 statements describing leadership behaviors (Kouzes & 
Posner, 2003a, 2003b). Reflected in Tables 3 and 4, the LPI-S emphasized six leadership 
concepts and behaviors drawn from the Kouzes and Posner research: (a) cognitive 
visioning ability, (b) visioning behavior, (c) optimism, (d) transformational leadership, 
(e) inspirational motivation, and (f) outcomes of leadership, grouped into five practices of 
effective leadership. The Kouzes and Posner behavior model included suggestions that 
leaders engage in five categories of behavioral practice: “modeling the way, inspiring a 
shared vision, challenging the process, enabling others to act, and encouraging the heart,” 
and the survey scales against these five categories (p. 14). The model included a 30-item 
questionaire with a 10-point Likert-type response scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 
10 (almost always). Six questions are asked within each of the five scaled categories. The 
purpose of the LPI-S is to measure the educational outcomes of leadership behaviors and 
the rate of implementation of these behaviors (Kouzes & Posner, 2003a, 2003b). In doing 
so, the degree to which students apply the knowledge they learned is indicated.  
According to Kouzes and Posner (2007), the underlying philosophy of the survey 
regards leadership as being “about behavior,” not personality (p. 15), and has a high 
reliability correlation of Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .63 to .92 (Funk, 2005). This 
survey reflected quantitatively changes in behaviors as a result of the Jepson experience, 
and is viewed as a credible instrument in recording true changes in behavior (Bass, 1990; 
Funk, 2005).  
PPAS  
According to Gall et al. (2007), “attitudes are considered to have three 
components: (a) an affective component, which is a result of a person’s feeling about a 
topic; (b) a cognitive component, which is a person’s beliefs of knowledge of a topic; and 
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(c) a behavioral component, which is a person’s actions as a result of their predisposition 
toward the topic” (p. 270). The purpose of this self-reporting instrument was to determine 
students’ attitudes about the instruction and their experiences in leadership studies. 
Because Gall et al. suggested that attitudes also can indirectly measure an individual’s 
belief in the efficacy of personal knowledge and behavior as a result of the instruction, 
the application of the PPAS also had utility in indirectly measuring all three variables: 
attitudes, behaviors, and knowledge. The PPAS (see Appendix B) was developed by 
Brungardt (1997) at Fort Hays State University and used in Brungardt’s and Funk’s 
(2005) studies on the effectiveness of leadership studies programs. The survey has 17 
questions (the 18th question seeks confirmation the student is a Leadership Studies 
major) with a 4-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4(strong 
agree) and has a recorded coefficient alpha of .87 (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 2005). The 
instrument was reviewed and adapted to the Jepson context. To improve reliability, the 
PPAS was used to assess graduating students’ attitudes about the program of instruction 
and to assist in assessing the program’s strengths and weaknesses. It was not pilot tested 
to check reliability and validity, because it has a proven track record. 
Senior postprogram interviews. Qualitative interviews (see Appendix C) were 
conducted with graduating students to examine in greater detail the general level of 
effectiveness of the leadership studies program, to identify common themes and 
characteristics, to add additional context to program dynamics, and to identity and 
examine additional areas for study. The postprogram interview protocols were derived 
from the two dissertation studies on the effectiveness of leadership programs, Brungardt 
(1997) at Fort Hays State University and Funk (2005) at Kansas State University, and 
again were adapted for the Jepson context. It was noted in the literature that no two 
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leadership studies programs are alike. The Jepson program is liberal arts based with a 
core of the academic programming centered on ethics. Hypothetically, an interview 
question could be based on which core courses contributed most to a student’s 
understanding of leadership and if the ethical foundation was effective. The questions 
were reviewed for context and three additional questions added to cross-check and 
validate answers. All senior postprogram interviews were audio recorded and then 
transcribed. For the analysis, interviews were subjected to a constant-comparative manual 
methodology, followed by NVivo word frequency analyis, using NVivo word analysis 
software.   
Alumni interviews. To gauge the impact of the Jepson education on the 
workplace, the researcher contacted a limited amount of alumni and requested their 
participation in providing feedback on how the program benefited them in the workplace. 
The Alumni Interview Protocol (see Appendix D) was used to conduct alumni interviews, 
and responses were solicted over e-mail. It was worth noting that this was the first study 
that used alumni responses. The alumni responses were another tool to triangulate 
responses on the effectiveness of the academic programming.  
Alumni members were randomly selected from the Jepson database and contacted 
through the alumni office, which is located in Jepson Hall, University of Richmond. A 
minimum of 5 years in the workforce was the criteria for participation in the alumni 
interviews. Consent forms were mailed and collected before the e-mail with interview 
questions was sent.  
Alumni responses were analyzed using constant comparative analysis and NVivo 
word frequency analysis (Boeije, 2002). NVivo is a qualitative word analysis software, 
which has been used in many scholarly research projects with excellent correlation for 
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accounting for recurring themes in interviews.   
Key Faculty Members, Administrator, and Staff Interviews  
The Jepson School of Leadership Studies is renowned for the quality of its staff 
and multidisciplinary approach, and for its approach of teaching leadership within a 
liberal arts model. The purpose of this qualitative category was to build an understanding 
of program context and to seek additional insights on the program construct, outcomes, 
and purpose. Jepson School of Leadership Studies has an illustrious and storied history, 
and the key individuals who were instrumental in developing the initial program 
construct and key staff were interviewed using the document in Appendix E. Joanna B. 
Ciulla, PhD, Coston Family Chair, is the original architect of the Jepson program, was 
interviewed along with key faculty, such as Sandra J. Peart, PhD, Dean, Jepson School of 
Leadership; and Terry L. Price, PhD, Associate Dean of Academic Affairs.  
Portfolio Assessments 
Student portfolios are an important tool in evaluating the change dynamic in 
complex phenomenon, such as leadership. A portfolio can be used to assess person 
growth and development and to illuminate strengths and needs in a program (Morrison, 
Ross, & Kemp, 2007). Gall et al. (2007) defined a portfolio as “a purposeful collection of 
a student’s work that records her progress in mastering a subject domain and personal 
reflections on his or her own progress” (p. 216). Portfolios are an especially relevant tool 
for the study of leadership because they allow an analysis of behaviors, knowledge, and 
attitude modification. The time element and theories of information processing play 
critical roles in transitioning an individual’s core views on such complex and deeply 
personal phenomena, such as leadership (Lord & Hall, 2005; Shamir, 2011). Portfolio 
reviews illuminate how the transition of time has affected a student’s personal growth 
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and development. Students see environments, programs, and contexts differently as 
novices (i.e., freshman) than as experts (i.e., seniors), defining phenomena superficially 
in their early stages and with underlying principles and context as they gain traction 
through a program (Lord & Hall, 2005). Portfolios document a student’s changes over 
time as a function of experience and the situation (Morrison et al., 2007). Portfolio 
artifacts were reviewed for how the products were derived (i.e., whether the products 
were accomplished independently or in teams) and crosswalked against other analysis. 
The Jepson School portfolios are a compilation of written assignments completed on the 
student’s internship experience for the Leadership 488 course. Analysis completed using 
the Jepson portfolio rubric was complemented by a rubric designed from the literature 
(see Appendix F). The instruments and objectives of each instrument are summarized in 
Table 4. 
Procedures 
The research approach was to use a mixed-methods or blended model, using 
qualitative and quantitative methods that were time tested and which had proven to be 
authoritative and effective in similar research. Surveys were the primary method on the 
quantitative side, and interviews and portfolio analysis were the main qualitative 
methods. The quantitative surveys included the two self-reporting instruments: LPI-S and 
the PPAS. The LPI-S was administered to incoming Jepson School sophomores, then 
compared to postprogram data for seniors who took the same instrument. The PPAS was 
administered to seniors only. Additionally, four qualitative vehicles were used. 
Postprogram student interviews and portfolio analysis were used to examine participant 
growth, opinions, and development, and to solicit feedback on the overall program 
quality. Students were asked to comment on the strengths and weaknesses of the Jepson 
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model and their impressions of the program value. Interview protocols and questionnaires 
were modeled from previous studies. Administrator and faculty surveys, along with 
alumni interviews, rounded out the data collection effort. A discussion of the overall 
design follows.  
Design  
The intent of the study was to evaluate the effectiveness of the Jepson School of 
Leadership Studies program of instruction using a mixed-methods, convergent, parallel 
design. This project has elements and characteristics of both a case study and a program 
evaluation, as opposed to a pure experimental study (Gall et al., 2007). The project 
included the collection of data using a single-phase to collect both types of data. 
Qualitative data were collected to obtain different, but complementary, data on the Jepson 
Leadership Studies program. Results were then used to explain, corroborate, and validate 
research questions (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). According to Creswell and Plano 
Clark (2007), the purpose of this design was to “obtain different, but complementary 
data, on the same topic” (p. 62) and was used to expand on quantitative results with 
qualitative data. In this design, quantitative and qualitative data were collected 
concurrently and equally weighted. Data were then merged during the interpretation and 
analysis phase. A variation of the triangulation design was used, called the convergence 
parallel design, in which the two types of data were compared and contrasted during the 
data interpretation phase. The purpose of the convergence parallel design was to validate 
and substantiate conclusions about a single phenomenon and was the design used in the 
two previous research projects on this same topic. Data were from the qualitative and 
quantitative instruments collected during the interpretation phase. This meant data were 
first analyzed separately in the results section, then merged, compared, and interpreted in 
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the discussion section.  
Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) identified four elements in mixed-methods 
research: (a) interaction, (b) priority, (c) timing, and (d) mixing. This research study 
utilized a convergent parallel design, which emphasized concurrent collection of both 
types (i.e., quantitative and qualitative) of data, weighing each type equally, keeping each 
type of data independent until mixed, then mixing during interpretation (Creswell & 
Plano Clark, 2011). According to Stentz et al. (2012), the major justification for this 
design applies to the situation where the researcher “finds value in collecting and 
analyzing both quantitative and qualitative data to fully understand a problem” (p. 1180).   
Most research studies use theory as a foundation for developing conclusions and 
recommendations pursuant to research. A key characteristic of mixed-methods research, 
qualitative research, and case study research, is the use of grounded theory to develop 
conclusions, constructs and laws from the data. Ascribing effective leadership education 
to a single identifiable theory is not possible, it is simply too complex and broad a 
phenomenon. In the literature review, there were a multitude of theories, which describe 
effective leadership, all of which have some validity, and some of which are adapted as 
models for learning and teaching in higher education. The application of a single theory 
tied to the Jepson model was not feasible for this research. In the literature review, there 
was no consensus on a general theory of leadership much less consensus on the most 
effective way to teach leadership.  
This project was ideal for grounded theory application. Grounded theory holds the 
most promise for this type of program evaluation and is most applicable in developing 
research categories that describe the phenomenon. The Jepson School program is 
concerned with the academic study of leadership, not leadership training or leadership 
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development. While behavior, attitude, and knowledge are the three major categories in 
the research questions, emerging data may require others. Gall et al. (2007) stated that 
grounded theory can be used to construct the research categories that adequately 
characterize and summarize data. Such a technique was used in this project, if needed, 
along with replicating the categories used in previous research.  
The overall research design accommodates quantitative and qualitative venues. 
For quantitative, there are two discrete instruments, the LPI-S and the PPAS. 
Sophomores and seniors took the LPI-S, which measures behaviors. The survey 
population for the control group included sophomores, and seniors were the experimental 
group by virtue of their 3 years in the Jepson program. Standard statistical methods using 
ordinal data were used to accept or reject the null hypothesis. The null hypothesis stated 
the Jepson program does not affect changes in a student’s leadership identity or efficacy 
by imparting changes in attitudes, behaviors, or knowledge. The alternative hypothesis 
stated that the Jepson program changes leadership identity by affecting changes in 
attitudes, behaviors, and knowledge.  
A comparison of means and standard deviations will then be made (ordinal data) 
from among the sample population and to compare sophomore and senior groups (LPI-S 
only). The independent samples t test was used to compare for differences between 
sample means on the behavioral survey. This was an appropriate test for small sample 
populations of less than 29 (Gall et al., 2007). For hypothesis testing, this project 
specified a level of significance of α = .05, which is a normally accepted standard in the 
social sciences for hypothesis testing (Gall et al., 2007; Olejnik, 1984). After the 
participants completed the self-reporting instruments (i.e., LPI-S only), the next step was 
to conduct an independent-samples t test to analyze for differences between means. An 
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independent samples t test was used to compare groups for each of the five Kouzes and 
Posner behaviors, with the null being rejected at levels of significance between means of 
p < . 05. It was important to note that all five Kouzes and Posner LPI-S behavioral 
categories must be assessed for significance, because they represent different categories 
of leadership behaviors. Comparison of means and t-test analysis were completed 
utilizing the SPSS 20.0 software.  
In this study, quantitative instruments were used to capture the implementation 
and rate of change of leadership behaviors and overall degree of satisfaction with the 
Jepson program. After identification of the survey population, the first step in this phase 
was the collection of quantitative data through the LPI-S and the PPAS. These 
quantitative instruments were used to evaluate program outcomes and their immediate 
effect on three independent variables: changes in behavior, attitudes, or knowledge. The 
LPI-S was administered to seniors and the incoming class of sophomores to gain a sense 
if the academic programming resulted in leadership behavioral changes. The PPAS was 
also administered to program seniors (Leadership Studies majors). Both instruments were 
administered at the University of Richmond using traditional paper-and-ink survey forms, 
and followed up, as necessary, to obtain the desired sample population.  
Following the data collection, qualitative information, in the form of senior 
postprogram interviews, alumni interviews, and portfolio evaluations, were collected and 
used to validate, elaborate, explain, or amplify the results of the quantitative data. This 
was accomplished through a one-phase collection event, with qualitative data 
substantiating and refining quantitative information. Finally, interviews with Jepson key 
personal were used for additional program context. This design rationale was grounded in 
proven precedents from the Brungardt and Funk studies, and the design brought together 
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the strengths of both forms of research to corroborate results and add a richer and deeper 
understanding of the effectiveness of the program of instruction. The research process 
took place over an 18-month period.  
Pilot testing was not necessary because the survey protocols and research 
approach had precedents. The research commenced in November 2012 and concluded in 
June 2013. The quantitative and qualitative sampling occurred at two on-site periods: one 
in the fall of 2012 and the other in the spring of 2013. 
Ensuring Validity 
Several specific issues arose from this project which related to the extent that the 
findings can be generalized to the overall population. First, research results were limited 
to those students attending a unique leadership studies program at Jepson, which is based 
on a liberal arts curriculum and incorporates a multidisciplinary approach, and includes a 
heavy emphasis on an ethics component. Because the size of the student population was 
small, the quantitative sample must include a majority of the graduating senior population 
to ensure research rigor and population validity. The sample size may well include the 
majority of the entire target population, which would mitigate some of the reliability 
issues characteristic of random sampling.  
Second, the quantitative survey instruments have a documented history of validity 
and reliability based on their past use in research of a similar nature. Past uses of the 
same instruments from the Funk and Brungardt dissertations resulted in high content and 
construct validity of Cronbach’s alpha (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 2005).    
 Third, the number of qualitative interviews for the postprogram, alumni 
interviews, and portfolio jacket reviews, was based on the researcher’s judgment and the 
qualitative research concept of saturation (Gall et al., 2007; Mason, 2010). When the 
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researcher determined that the qualitative information was confirmed, validated, or 
amplified program dynamics, qualitative collection ceased. With small population sizes, 
such as those in the Jepson School, Gall et al. (2007) recommended seeking information-
rich venues to ensure that depth and granularity were achieved. The sampling strategy 
used a maximum variation strategy to collect both qualitative instruments (postprogram 
and portfolio review). This strategy was to ensure that the entire range of effects from the 
program was most likely captured.  
 The nature of this form of research and the research design gave rise to both 
internal and external validity issues. Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) defined validity in 
the mixed-methods context as “the ability of the researcher to draw meaningful and 
accurate conclusions from all of the data in the study” (p. 146), and that validity must be 
discussed from the standpoint of the overall mixed-methods design−in this case, a 
concurrent, triangulation design. The following sections identify and discuss potential 
validity issues within the context of the research design. 
Internal Validity 
 Gall et al. (2007) listed 12 variables, which could potentially affect internal 
validity. Of those, only two, namely history and maturation, could possibly alter the 
outcomes of this project, as the other nine variables listed by Gall are linked to projects 
with an experiential design where variables were manipulated. This project is survey 
research, not experimental research, so variables are not manipulated.  
 History in the researcher’s context refers to the idea that research subjects have 
similar academic backgrounds and experiences so that research results are not skewed by 
dissimilar academic backgrounds. Control for this issue in this project was relatively 
straight forward. The University of Richmond, Jepson School of Leadership, prescreens 
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students who apply for admission during their sophomore year. Students are admitted to 
the Jepson program based on academic merit, interviews, and written essays. The student 
body is, therefore, screened and selected to attend Jepson based on academic merit and 
motivation, resulting in some uniformity and standardization. The students participating 
in the research are Leadership Studies majors in the last year of an academically based 
program and sophomores (LPI-S only). The seniors have taken the core leadership 
studies courses, so there was relative consistency in academic backgrounds and in life 
experiences. Based on previous research of this nature, controlling for this issue is 
accomplished by the curriculum and selection process of the program. 
 Maturation refers to the physical and psychological changes in the research 
participants over time. Program outcomes at Jepson include developing students to be 
more independent, confident, and cognitively able to meet life’s challenges and to enable 
them to become more socially responsible citizens. The issue became whether changes in 
attitudes, behaviors, or knowledge were caused by maturation of young men and women 
or as a result of the Jepson academic programming. In the literature review, the role of 
adult developmental theory is a component that is outside the bounds of this research. 
Student individual experiences over their years in college and their unique personalities 
and psychological profiles are impossible to tease completely out from the research 
outcomes. This research measured changes in attitudes, behaviors, and knowledge as a 
result of the Jepson academic programming, and targeted the student population that has 
3 years of experience in the program. Controlling for this issue would be to restrict 
research participants to those in their final year of studies and those entering the program. 
This restriction would obviously not completely mitigate the effects of maturation and 
was a limitation of the study.  
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 Additionally, Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) addressed “internal validity threats 
[specific to the research design (triangulation, concurrent collection), which were 
employed for this project. Creswell and Plano Clark categorized internal threats in two 
areas:] data collection and data analysis. . . . [Specific validity issues with data collection 
include (a) results can be skewed by selecting different individuals for qualitative and 
quantitative data collection, (b) results can be skewed due to unequal sample sizes for the 
qualitative and quantitative sample and, (c) conclusions can inconsistent when there is no 
follow up on contradictory results. Solutions for minimizing these issues include] 
drawing qualitative and quantitative samples from the same population, weighting the 
cases or enlarging the qualitative sample and following up on data that contradicts the 
results” (p. 147) 
 In the case of data analysis issues, the most likely threat was that the two types of 
data, quantitative and qualitative, would not address the research questions. The 
researcher needed to ensure that the research questions are addressed in the qualitative 
interview protocols for the postprogram instrument and considered in the portfolio review 
and rubrics. 
External Validity 
Two major concerns were presented in this category. Potential external threats 
were, first, the extent that the findings could be extended to the general population of 
academically based leadership studies programs and, second, the interaction of time with 
respect to the administration of the survey instruments. 
 Brungardt et al. (2006) noted the lack of commonality in academic programming 
in colleges and universities that offer a leadership studies minor and major. Each of the 
leadership studies institutions in Brungardt et al.’s review had differing views, outcomes, 
85 
 
and approaches in their programs. The setting of this research project was unique. The 
Jepson School of Leadership studies program is based on a liberal arts curriculum with a 
heavy ethics component. While some 49 colleges and universities offer an academically 
based undergraduate leadership degree, there is little common ground on curriculum and 
outcomes (Brungardt et al., 2006). The scope and purpose of this research was not 
optimized to find a common theory of leadership, which was a contentious topic that is 
unsettled business for the leadership education community. The findings from this 
research, therefore, were specific to the University of Richmond program only and cannot 
be generalized to apply to similar leadership studies programs at other institutions, simply 
because program context is so different. The research methodology and process, 
however, can certainly be transferrable.  
 Gall et al. (2007) wrote that the “interaction of the time of measurement” and 
survey administration refers to the potential for different findings to arise if surveys are 
administered at two or more points in time (p. 392). In particular, the timing of survey 
administration is related to retention of information and the efficacy of the student being 
able to immediately relate the survey or postprogram questions to personal experiences. 
Mitigation of this validity concern included timing the survey administration to coincide 
with semesters in the Jepson academic year calendar, and to new students and graduating 
seniors only as the focus of the surveys and interviews. Because of the researcher’s 
logistical constraints (i.e., living in Japan and the research site being in Virginia), surveys 
were collected by type, with quantitative first, during site visits, to mitigate this potential 
risk. 
Data Analysis 
The data analysis methodology was consistent with the mixed-methods, 
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concurrent validating, triangulation design and framed by the research questions. The 
qualitative component construct was oriented toward a case study approach. Some 
elements in the data analysis used the grounded theory to develop data categories. The 
target population of student participants was identified and contacted, soliciting their 
participation in the study. Surveys were taken using a traditional paper-and-ink approach; 
no surveys were sent electronically. The survey submission was anonymous for 
sophomores, but names were noted for seniors. This allowed the researcher to follow up 
with students, if necessary, and also enabled a better correlation between portfolio 
evaluations, the postprogram interview, and the quantitative vehicles, the LPI-S, and the 
PPAS. Finally, student, faculty, and staff administrator interviews were scheduled, and 
followed by alumni interviews, which were completed through e-mail.  
 The three data elements (surveys, interviews, portfolios) were then reviewed and 
cross-checked to evaluate and confirm opinions, attitudes and behaviors; and to ensure 
the basic research concerns of bias and validity were addressed. The standard statistical 
analysis software (SPSS 20.0) was used for data mining, measuring descriptive statistics, 
and evaluating reliability for quantitative instruments. The key descriptive statistics used 
were the mean, median, and standard deviation. The independent samples t test was used 
to compare the means of each dependent variable, which was described as each of the 
five Kouzes and Posner behavioral categories. NVivo software was used for word 
frequency analysis for the senior postprogram interview and the alumni interview in 
conjunction with a manual constant comparative analysis.  
 Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) reported that data analysis must include five 
major general procedures: (a) preparing the data for analysis, (b) exploring the data,  
(c) analyzing the data, (d) representing the data analysis, and (e) validating the data. The 
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Analyzing the Data section includes a description of the issue of data analysis for both 
types of data in a mixed-methods design, beginning with quantitative data.  
Analyzing the Data 
 The data analysis was based on the nature of the research questions and 
endeavored to look for trends among survey participants on the impact of the Jepson 
program. The Creswell and Clark (2007) process was used as a general procedure for 
data analysis. It also examined the relationship between learning outcomes (dependent 
variable) and the three independent variables: changes in behaviors, attitudes, and 
knowledge. The mixed-methods methodologies encompassed quantitative analysis that 
supported the use of descriptive and inferential methods. Data were analyzed between 
entry-level students and those graduating to determine if there are changes or gains in 
leadership skills. 
Quantitative Data Analysis 
In preparing the data, the two quantitative survey instruments (LPI-S and PPAS) 
used a Likert-type scale to code and capture behaviors and attitude changes. The 
descriptive statistics used the mean as the essential measure for trend analysis and the 
standard deviation to measure variability. The numeric values have been described in 
preceding paragraphs and ranged in value from 1 (completely disagree) to 4 (strongly 
agree) on the PPAS, and 1 (almost never) to 10 (almost always) on the LPI-S. 
For the LPI-S, in exploring and analyzing the data, the researcher’s codebook 
captured participants’ responses anonymously and grouped them into segments 
categorized by the five Kouzes and Posner leadership practice themes and then sorted 
them by descending mean score. As an example, the “inspire a shared vision” segment 
contained the means of the six questions sorted in descending order that were made up of 
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behavior and so forth for the remaining categories. An average mean for all six questions 
in that behavioral category was included as a summation. In this way, the data were 
viewed from two perspectives: from the domain of the central behavior and from the 
scalability and range of individual question scores. The 30 questions from the LPI-S were 
then grouped according to their mean in segments by range. Questions, for example, 
which had a mean of 5.50 to 5.99 were grouped together, irrespective of the behavioral 
category from which they came, to look for behavioral trends and to ascertain which 
questions received the highest scores. The LPI-S was used for both incoming students 
and seniors, the results were then compared for changes in behaviors, in addition to 
analyzing trends from both groups. The five behavioral categories were then subjected to 
the t test of independent samples to determine if the difference in means was significant.  
The PPAS, the second quantitative instrument, used a 10-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from 1 (almost never) to 10 (almost always). The responses were analyzed for 
mean and standard deviation, and, similar to the analysis for the LPI-S, then grouped in 
ascending order by mean to reflect the degree to which each question was ranked highest 
to lowest in terms of student satisfaction (Funk, 2005). The questions were also grouped 
by function or type of activity, categorized for each Research Question, and analyzed for 
trends. 
 For the quantitative portion of this mixed-methods study, the descriptive statistics 
included mean and standard deviation, replicating the Brungardt and Funk studies, but 
added the t test and calculating effect size. The only other difference was the scale (a 10-
point scale for the PPAS as opposed to a 4-point scale for the LPI-S). The means were 
then grouped by behaviors category (LPI-S), by impact (LPI-S), and by question and 
range (PPAS). Trends and distributions were then checked, after conducting the 
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descriptive analysis.  
Other parameters of the study design are important. Inferential statistical tests 
needed to be consistent with the context of the study. The Jepson School of Leadership 
Studies offers a unique curricular-based leadership education program that is offered to a 
small, select population of students. The random sample survey size was needed to 
encompass a large percentage of the student population, simply because the student 
population is small. Statistical inference and power, then, should correlate strongly with a 
large sample. Second, the conclusions and recommendations were specific to the Jepson 
program only, and may not be applied to other curricular leadership programs writ large.  
 For the purposes of this research study, the independent samples t distribution was 
used to determine the level of statistical significance between sample means. Gall et al. 
(2007) suggested this is the appropriate type of test for small sample sizes. Accordingly, 
this project established a null hypothesis (H0) to support the inferential test-leadership 
studies mean scores for graduating seniors would not differ from sophomores. The 
alternate null is the senior mean scores will be different from sophomores on the LPI-S 
and the differences in means are significant. Gall et al. (2007) recorded that educational 
researchers use a significance level of p < .05 as a standard to reject the null hypothesis. 
This standard was used in this study.  
 The quantitative data were represented in tables that group the means by behavior 
category and rank order the attitudinal characteristics. Because the Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficients fell within acceptable parameters on two similar studies, validity and 
reliability should be solvent for the research approach on this project.   
Qualitative Data Analysis   
Data analysis for the qualitative component in this mixed-methods case study 
90 
 
research proceeded as follows. The qualitative instruments that directly affected the 
seniors were the postprogram interviews and the portfolio reviews. According to Gall et 
al. (2007), the strategy for qualitative sampling was “random purposeful” with cases 
selected from among program seniors (p. 181). After consenting, the seniors were 
interviewed using the Senior Interview Protocol (see Appendix C). The interview 
responses were audio recorded and transcribed. The transcriptions were then compared 
using constant comparison methodology and analyzed using NVivo word frequency 
software. Items to be coded include trends related to attitudes, behaviors, and knowledge; 
themes related to curriculum or academic programming; or themes related to program 
effectiveness. Responses were then summarized by question.  
In addition to using the Jepson portfolio rubric, portfolio reviews were reduced 
and coded for nine qualitative themes derived from the literature: (a) improvement in an 
understanding of others; (b) improvement in the ability to problem solve; (c) changes in 
attitudes; (d) changes in behavior; (e) appreciation of the role of ethical thinking in 
leadership; (f) improvement in ability to self-regulate; (g) development of capacity to 
apply theories, principles, and ideas to leadership contexts; (h) improvement in ability to 
communicate; and (i) identification of which component of the Jepson program 
(curriculum, instruction, internship) had the most impact. These themes were derived 
from the collective program outcomes from the Jepson School for the 2009 to 2013 
academic years. These themes were then arrayed in a matrix against the content of the 
portfolio for critical incident reports (CIRs; see Appendix F). Both quantitative theme 
counts and discussion summaries were then merged with the quantitative in the 
interpretation stage. This technique yielded information that confirmed and explained 
quantitative data under the triangulation design and enriched the information concerning 
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the dynamics of the program.  
 Additionally, student portfolios were reviewed for signs of transformation in 
thinking, attitude, or behavior. Portfolios were randomly reviewed to select, screen, and 
analyze; and coded using the nine qualitative themes of the Jepson rubric. The Jepson 
portfolio rubric was used for the initial screening (see Appendix F). Results were then 
tabulated in a matrix. The number of portfolios reviewed was consistent with similar 
research models. The literature stated that in mixed-methods studies, the number of 
quantitative articles should be adequate to reinforce the investigative outcomes, and that 
the experience and judgment of the investigator, along with the concept of saturation, are 
the determining factors in deciding the number of quantitative vehicles, such as portfolios 
and interviews, to support the research outcomes (Mason, 2010).   
 The next qualitative methodology was interviewing of key administrators and 
scholars at the Jepson School of Leadership Studies. These interviews added context and 
granularity, improved the understanding of the focus and dynamics of the curriculum, and 
improved the researcher’s situational awareness of the staff and faculty’s perception of 
the program’s strengths and weaknesses. Their interviews were recorded and then 
transcribed.  
Finally, a small number of alumni were interviewed using the protocol in 
Appendix D. The alumni with over 5 years of workplace experience were selected from 
the Jepson alumni database and contacted with a solicitation to participate. Once the 
consent process was completed, they were e-mailed the interview protocol. The questions 
asked alumni to reflect if and how their education contributed to their experiences in the 
workplace, and to describe how their views of leadership changed as a result of their 
experiences.  
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 Gall et al. (2007) stipulated that surveys and interviews must “meet the same 
standards of validity and reliability that apply to other data-collection measures in 
educational research” (p. 229). In this study, validity refers mainly to verifying whether 
participants were expressing their true opinions on the survey instruments, which, to a 
large extent, were self-reporting. The senior interview analysis validated student attitudes 
and responses by reviewing consistency of responses vis-a-vis the self-reporting 
instruments. Conflicting information between the LPI-S and PPAS results and student 
interview responses were followed up and revalidated, where necessary.  
Anticipated Outcomes  
The study would provide an evaluation on the effectiveness of the leadership 
studies program, which would enable the educational institution to assess if changes 
needed to be made in pedagogy or curriculum. It would focus on best practice, not theory, 
and specifically look to validate learning outcomes. The study had an outcomes design, 
not an experimental design. Leadership education is a complex and dynamic topic, with 
components drawn from the behavioral, organizational, relational, and ethical 
dimensions.  
It was not expected that this study would effect any changes to leadership theory, 
and outcomes would focus more on substantiating effective curriculum within the context 
of meeting 21st century challenges enabled through effective leadership education. In 
particular, ethical and moral dimensions of leadership, which are frequently not included 
in leadership education, would be explored. Rost and Barker (2000) pointed to this 
deficiency in the leadership educational programs, calling programs available at the time 
of this study inadequate, because they “do not address the nature of the complex social 
relationships among people who practice leadership, nor do they adequately 
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accommodate their purpose, motives, and intentions” (p. 3). The outcomes of this study 
would include a focus on this goal, as well as an evaluation of program effectiveness. 
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Chapter 4: Results 
Discussion of the Study Results 
Quantitative and qualitative methods were used in the research to analyze changes 
in a student’s leadership capacity. This change in leadership identity was assumed to be 
the result of the influence of the Jepson School academic programming. The design 
followed a mixed-methods, convergent, parallel design: Quantitative and quantitative 
data were collected in a single phase, then integrated. The qualitative data were used to 
explain, elaborate, validate, reinforce, add value, or provide additional context to the 
quantitative findings. 
Four specific research questions that guided data collection follow:  
1. Do leadership studies programs alter or effect students’ attitudes, knowledge, or 
behaviors? If so, how do they change?  
2. How do students perceive the impact of leadership curricula towards career 
goals?  
3. Do student perceptions of leadership change over time?  
4. Which program components of leadership studies (curriculum, practicum, or 
pedagogy) contributed most to educational outcomes? How can the program be 
improved?  
In true mixed-methods fashion, a combination of both types of research data were 
required to answer and triangulate each of the four research questions (see Table 5). 
The Jepson mission is the academic study of leadership using a liberal arts model, 
and not leadership development or training. While leadership development is not a formal 
Jepson outcome, inculcating responsible leadership is nested in the goals (Jepson School 
of Leadership, 2013): “The Jepson School fosters students’ understanding of leadership 
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and encourages them to lead lives of consequence that connect intellectual pursuits with 
moral and competent leadership.” Jepson School educational outcomes from 2009 to 
2013 were mapped to the independent variables so that program data collected from class 
of 2013 seniors encompassed learning outcomes from their entire time at Jepson. Data 
was collected during three discrete evolutions using paper-and-ink surveys: site visits 
November 5-10, 2012, March 23-30, 2013, and by mail during the period December 1, 
2012 through March 21, 2013. 
Table 5 
Summary of Research Questions and Research Instruments  
 
 
Research question Instrument  
 
 
1. Do leadership studies programs alter or affect LPI-S, PPAS 
 students’ attitudes, knowledge, or behaviors?  Student interview 
 If so, how do they change? Portfolio review 
  Alumni interview 
 
2. How do students perceive the impact of leadership PPAS, senior interview 
 curricula towards career goals? Alumni interview 
 
3. Do students perceptions of leadership change over time? PPAS, senior interview 
  Alumni Interview  
 
4. Which program components of leadership studies PPAS 
 (i.e., curriculum, service learning, pedagogy etc.) Senior interview 
 contributed most to educational outcomes? Faculty/staff interview 
 How can the program be improved? Alumni interview 
 
 
Note. LPI-S = Leadership Practices Inventory-Self and PPAS = Postprogram Attitude Survey. 
 
The mixed-methods approach required the compilation of survey and interview 
data to measure educational outcomes. Quantitative and qualitative instruments were 
distributed and collected in two site visits constituting a single research phase. The 
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alumni interview was conducted using e-mail after the second site visit, when the 
researcher had returned to Japan. All material was analyzed for content and integrated 
into answering the research questions. In total, six data collection instruments were used:  
(a) LPI-S, (b) the PPAS, (c) senior postprogram interviews, (d) faculty and administrator 
interviews, (e) portfolio reviews, and (f) alumni interviews. Research questions were 
mapped to research instruments and are summarized in Table 5. 
In this chapter, the results are reported and the data presented by research 
category (i.e., quantitative research data are presented first, followed by qualitative). Data 
were then mixed in the interpretative phase in addressing the research questions.  
Quantitative data and analysis. The LPI-S and PPAS self-reporting instruments 
were used in the quantitative phase. There were a total of 81 sophomores and 50 seniors 
who are declared leadership studies majors at the Jepson School. A total of 23 
sophomores and 29 seniors responded to both survey requests, which were conducted on-
site at the University of Richmond, for a participation percentage of 28% and 56%, 
respectively. 
LPI-S results and data analysis. The LPI-S was administered to two groups of 
students, sophomores and seniors, who were leadership studies majors and used to 
measure the rate of implementation of leadership behaviors. Sophomores represented the 
control group, and seniors represented the treatment group. For the LPI-S, the rate of 
implementation of leadership behaviors represented the dependent variable as measured 
across five categories of behaviors; inferential and descriptive statistics were used to 
compare changes in the means for each leadership behavior category of the Kouzes and 
Posner instrument.  
Descriptive statistics were calculated determining the mean, standard deviation, 
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and effect size for the dependent variables using SPSS 20.0. The independent samples t-
test analysis was used for inferential statistics, and to determine if there was a significant 
difference between the means of sophomores and seniors. Effect size was calculated and 
correlated to results. 
The LPI-S (Kouzes & Pozner, 2003b) included requests for the respondents to 
evaluate the frequency with which they engage in certain behaviors. The instrument has 
been used in previous studies of a similar nature (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 2005) and had a 
high reliability factor. This instrument was meant to measure applied behaviors and the 
rate of implementation. The answers are scaled from 1 to 10 with 1 (almost never) to 10 
(almost always). The LPI-S is organized into five scaled categories with each category 
consisting of six behavioral practice questions. The five scaled categories (Kouzes & 
Posner, 2003b) follow:  
“1. Model the way, [which seeks to clarify values and align actions with those 
values.]  
2. Inspire a shared vision, [models behavior, which asks that individuals envision 
a future of] exciting and ennobling possibilities [and to persuade others to enlist in that 
vision.] 
3. Challenge the process, [encourages participants to explore the opportunities by 
seeking creative and innovative solutions and to risk pushing the edges of the idea 
envelope even if it means risking failure of the enterprise.] 
4. Enabling others to act [focuses on collaboration, teamwork, and individual 
empowerment.] 
5. Encourage the heart, [is a behavior that reflects on communal values, as well as 
recognizing individual contributions.]” (p. 14). 
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Appendix A is the LPI-S protocol. Appendix G includes a summary of behavioral 
data collected by utilizing the LPI-S (Kouzes & Posner, 2003a, 2003b) and is grouped by 
either sophomore (control group) or senior (treatment group) year. The tables in 
Appendix G are organized by leadership behavior practice, with the mean of each 
behavior and question listed in the tables. In Table 6, a summary comparison of data 
collected from the LPI-S from the control and treatment groups by behavioral practice is 
presented.   
Table 6  
Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations, Leadership Practices Inventory-Self: 
Sophomores and Seniors by Behavioral Practice 
 
 
 Sophomores (n = 23) Seniors (n = 29) 
 _________________ _____________ 
 
Behavioral practice M SD M SD M gain or loss 
 
 
Model the way 6.91 1.01 7.59 1.39 +0.68 
 
Inspire a shared vision 6.06 1.17 7.00 1.70 +0.94 
 
Challenge the process 6.15 1.16 7.38 2.05 +1.22 
 
Enable others to act 7.36 0.72 8.06 0.99 +0.70 
 
Encourage the heart 6.75 1.28 7.58 1.43 +0.83 
 
 
Another venue to analyze the data was to rank-order the LPI-S questions from 
highest mean to lowest mean in order to determine the relative value placed on each 
behavior by each group. The Appendix H tables list the LPI responses by relative value, 
with sophomore data listed first. Appendix I includes a summary of responses by 
question.   
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Analysis of responses. Seniors scored higher means on 29 of 30 questions, and 
equaled the response of sophomores on one question. Seniors exhibited gains in all five 
leadership behavior categories, with “challenging the process” exhibiting the largest gain, 
and “modeling the way,” the smallest. Seniors had no responses in any behavior category 
below 6; sophomores accumulated most responses in the 5.00 to 5.99 category. 
Additionally, responses were skewed disproportionately between the two groups, with 
sophomore responses being fewer in the higher scoring range (above 9.0) and being 
grouped in a more narrow response range on the Likert-type scale, than seniors. 
Strongest responses by sophomores (8 to 10 Likert-type range) were exclusively 
confined to one category of behaviors, “encourage the heart,” and consisted of only four 
(13.3%) responses to the questions. Seniors had a more inclusive range of behaviors in 
the top range of scores and had 26.6% of their responses in the top category, which was 
double that of sophomores. 
Weak responses to behavior implementation questions were more numerous and 
on the lower end of the Likert-type scale for sophomores. As an example, 36.6% of 
responses from sophomores fell in the 5.00 to 5.99 category, and included questions from 
all five behaviors: 50.00% from “challenge the process,” 50.00% from “inspire a shared 
vision,” 30.00% from “model the way” and “encourage the heart,” and 16.00% from 
“enable others to act” questions.  
The seniors’ weakest responses amounted to 26.6% of the question bank with the 
lowest recorded score in the 6 range. Additionally, almost all of the seniors’ weakest 
responses fell exclusively in the “inspire a shared vision” category with 66% of this 
category’s leadership behavior questions falling in this low response range. 
Finally, the two groups responded dramatically different in their relative values to 
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each question. Seniors’ strengths were more inclusive, with four of five behavioral 
categories receiving the highest marks; sophomores had only two.   
Test of independent t samples. The sophomore and senior LPI-S scores were 
analyzed through an independent samples t test using SPSS 20.0. In this inferential test, 
the researcher assumed a null hypothesis postulated that there is no difference between 
the two groups in the rate of implementation of leadership behaviors. If validated, it could 
indicate that the Jepson School program does not affect leadership behaviors.  
The alternate hypothesis stated that there is a difference in the rate of 
implementation of leadership behaviors between the treatment group (seniors) and the 
control group (sophomores). Further, the rate of implementation is only in one direction, 
with seniors reflecting a higher rate of change. If so, it suggested that the changes could 
be a result of their participation in the Jepson School Leadership Studies program. Using 
α = .05, the analysis seeks to reject the null if the t test concludes there is a statistically 
significant difference of means between the two groups at p < .05 for each category of 
behaviors. A summary of the data on the t-test is included in Table 7.  
The means for all five LPI-S behaviors were higher for seniors. The t test revealed 
a statistically significant difference between the two groups for four of the five behaviors, 
and a marginal statistical significance for the fifth behavior. Because the p value is less 
than .05 for four of the behavior categories, and at p = .05 for the fifth category of 
behaviors, the null hypothesis is rejected and the difference in means between 
sophomores and seniors was accepted as statistically different for all five categories of 
behaviors.  
In Table 7, the test for four of the five leadership behaviors, was found to be 
statistically significant, t(50) = 3.27, p < .05 for challenge the process, t(50) = 2.25, p < 
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.05 for inspire a shared vision, t(50) = 2.84, p < .05 enable others to act, and t(50) = 2.19, 
p < .05 for encourage the heart. Additionally, model the way, the fifth behavior, is found 
to be marginally significant at t(50) = 1.97, p = .05.  
Table 7 
Independent-Samples t Test for Sophomores (N = 23) and Seniors (N = 29) 
 
 
LPI behavior Group M SD t test p M difference 
 
 
Model the way Sophomore 6.91 1.01 1.97 .05  -0.68 
 Senior 7.59 1.39 
 
Challenge the process Sophomore 6.15 1.16 3.27 .00 -1.23 
 Senior 7.38 2.05 
 
Inspire a shared vision Sophomore 6.06 1.17 2.25 .03 -0.94 
 Senior 7.00 1.70 
 
Enable others to act Sophomore 7.36 0.72 2.84 .01 -0.70 
 Senior 8.06 0.99 
 
Encourage the heart Sophomore 6.75 1.28 2.19 .03 -0.83 
 Senior 7.58 1.43 
 
 
Note. LPI = Leadership Practices Inventory. df = 50. 
 
Effect size calculation and analysis. Gall et al. (2007) stated that effect size is 
useful in determining the reasonable significance of the result, and “the larger the ES, the 
greater the difference between two groups” (p. 150). Effect size was calculated on each 
dependent variable (i.e., LPI behavior) using Cohen’s d convention. Elmes, Kantowitz, 
and Roediger (1999) recommended effect size values “up to .30 as small, values from .31 
to .50 as moderate, and values over .50 as appreciable” (p. 393). In contrast, Cohen 
(1988), the “father” of power analysis, recommends .20 as small, .50 as moderate, and 
.80 as large, for effect sizes using the t test (pp. 285-287). As the effect size is critical to 
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ensuring accurate correlations, both definitions will be used to interpret this research’s 
results, because one research goal was to rationalize results relative to large to moderate 
effect sizes. This method was in keeping with the design reported in chapter 2. 
Cohen’s d was used to calculate effect size. Cohen’s d, as a tool to measure effect 
size, divides the average SD of the treatment and control groups into the difference 
between control and treatment group means. In Table 8, the effect size of the five 
dependent variables arrayed against the values calculated using the Cohen’s d convention 
is depicted. 
Table 8 
Effect Size by Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) Behavior  
 
 
 Effect size classification 
  ________________________ 
 
LPI behavior Cohen’s d  Elmes et al. Cohen 
 
 
Model the way .56 Appreciable Moderate 
 
Challenge the process .77 Appreciable Moderate 
 
Inspire a shared vision .65 Appreciable Moderate 
 
Enable others to act .81 Appreciable Large 
 
Encourage the heart .61 Appreciable Moderate 
 
 
The effect size for this analysis (d = .56 for model the way, d = .77 for challenge 
the process, d = .65 for inspire a shared vision, d = .81 for enable others to act, and d = 
.61 for encourage the heart) was found to exceed Elmes’ et al. (1999) convention for an 
appreciable effect, and Cohen’s (1988) convention for moderate effect (d = .50) or large 
effect (d = .80) in one category of behaviors. These results indicated seniors had 
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appreciable gains over sophomores in the rate of implementation of leadership behaviors, 
and complements the findings of significance in the t test.    
PPAS. This second quantitative instrument, the PPAS (see Appendix B), was 
administered only to seniors and measured attitudes, including degrees of satisfaction, 
toward the Jepson School program. The survey asked 17 questions, with respondents 
selecting answers from a 4-point Likert-type scale. Responses ranged from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). The researcher arranged results in two formats: (a) in 
lineal order by question number and (b) by relative value. Research questions were 
mapped to each question and the appropriate research question was identified next to the 
PPAS question. The results are documented in Appendices J and K. 
Overall, from the responses to the survey, it was concluded that the Jepson 
program has a high degree with satisfaction and contentment with seniors. Scores ranged 
from a low of 3.41 to a high of 3.86. By category, the PPAS had 16 questions mapped to 
Research Question 1, six mapped to Research Question 1, seven mapped to Research 
Question 3, and eight mapped to Research Question 4. Research Question 1 was the core 
question in addressing the effectiveness context of the project, hence the more numerous 
questions. Frequency of responses with the highest values, those with means 3.70 and 
above, correlated with Research Question 1; responses with the lowest values, those with 
means below 3.50, correlated with Research Questions 1 and 2. The contradiction 
associated with Research Question 1 was noted. The PPAS questions associated with 
Research Question 1 had a scaled response, which accommodated divergent questions 
ranging from curriculum content to future benefits.  
The PPAS questions were categorized into five different content areas: course 
content, program expectations, leadership skills development, faculty engagement, and 
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future benefits (see Table 9). Questions receiving the highest mean scores came from 
three categories: curriculum content, program expectations, faculty engagement. 
Questions receiving the lowest scores came from the categories of skills development and 
future benefits. The highest score with a mean of 3.86 was, “I have a better understanding 
of the leadership theory.” The lowest score, with a mean of 3.41, was “This program 
brought about meaningful change in my personal life.” Collectively, the “program 
expectations” category received the highest mean scores with “future benefits” receiving 
the lowest. 
Table 9 
 
Postprogram Attitude Survey Question Categories and Results 
 
 
Question category M UL LL SD No. of questions 
 
 
Program expectations 3.73 3.83 3.62 .48 3 
Content  3.67 3.86 3.52 .51 5 
 
Faculty engagement 3.62 3.72 3.52 .55 2 
Skills development 3.53 3.62 3.48 .54 4 
Future benefits 3.45 3.48 3.41 .63 3 
 
 
Note. UL = upper limit, LL = lower limit. 
 
Quantitative data conclusions. The quantitative data had an unmistakable trend 
that students developed and implemented leadership behaviors between their sophomore 
and senior years at Jepson. The results of the responses to the LPI-S suggested clear 
growth in leadership behaviors by seniors over sophomores and indicated areas, which 
developed the most; the PPAS indicated overall a high degree of satisfaction with Jepson 
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and program elements that students responded to the most and the least. The purpose of 
the next section, qualitative data, was to identify the role of the Jepson program in 
enabling this change and to clarify or identify elements or components that made the 
most significant contribution. 
Qualitative Data 
While the quantitative data show the rate of growth of student leadership 
behaviors from the sophomore to senior years, and the degree of satisfaction with the 
academic programming, the purpose of the qualitative data is to inform on the why and 
how these changes in leadership identity occurred and to inform on other aspects of the 
Jepson program, such as strengths and weaknesses. The goal of the qualitative data was 
to seek to explain specific causal factors, or program context, and to link these with 
institutional learning outcomes.  
Qualitative data were collected from four different sources: senior interviews, 
faculty and key administrator interviews, alumni interviews, and portfolio analysis. 
Senior and faculty or administrator interviews were audio recorded and transcribed. 
Alumni interviews were conducted over e-mail, then transcribed. Senior and alumni 
interviews were analyzed using a manual constant comparative methodology and NVivo 
word frequency software. Similar to the LPI-S and PPAS, the standard Nova 
Southeastern University consent process was used. 
Student Interview Results 
Interview data were collected from a representative sample of seniors (10 or 20% 
of seniors who were Leadership Studies majors). The interview protocol was amended by 
adding three additional questions to better triangulate answers to the research questions 
(see Appendix C). Interviews were recorded, transcribed, and then analyzed. Summaries 
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are presented in this section and in detailed content in Appendix L. Student comments 
were analyzed using the constant comparative method and NVivo software (Boeije, 
2002). Word count and word frequency attributes from the software were used to identify 
themes in the analysis, followed by further refinement and recoding to identify themes.  
Question 1. How did you find out about the Jepson Leadership Studies Program? 
The intent of this question was to identify student motivation and interest toward the 
Leadership Studies major. Students found the Jepson School from a variety of sources: 
(a) recommendations from parents, (b) the University of Richmond web site,  
(c) University of Richmond academic tours, (d) word of mouth from current or past 
students, (e) siblings who attended, (f) the student’s intellectual interest in studying 
leadership, (g) interest in leadership due to exposure to the curriculum as a freshman, 
(g) the reputation of the Jepson institute, and (h) student interest in self-improvement and 
serving the common good. Students reported reasons, such as being attracted to Jepson 
by the multidisciplinary nature of the curriculum, an interest in leadership, and the 
reputation of the Jepson School’s curriculum and faculty. NVivo gave Jepson the highest 
weighted percentage at 4.66, followed by leadership at 2.97, and interest with a 2.54 
weighted percentage. Only one student responded about the benefits toward employment 
of a Leadership Studies degree; yet all mentioned an intellectual interest in studying 
leadership from a multidisciplinary perspective.  
Question 2. To what extent has the program met your expectations? All 10 
student responses were reported that the Jepson School program met or exceeded 
expectations. NVivo reported that only two of 10 students used the word “met” 
expectations; the rest reported the program “exceeded” expectations. The term 
expectations held the highest weighted percentage at 3.97, followed by curriculum at 
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3.80, Jepson at 3.80, and learned at 3.05. The major recurring trend expressed by 
students was the satisfaction with the faculty engagement, the classroom instruction and 
application, and the positive learning climate at Jepson. One student, for example, 
commented that the “classes were a great mix of lecture and discussion, with professors 
being open to students and their questions, and making sure the students understood the 
materials.” 
Question 3. How did the program affect you personally? Students reported that 
the application of knowledge gained from the Jepson program, the sense of community, 
and their personal growth in leadership capacity were the greatest affects from attending 
Jepson. While all reported that the Jepson program has made them more effective, 
comments were generalized with few specifics. Answers as to specific benefits were 
consistent in only one area, in that 60% responded the major benefit was growth in 
leadership skills. This was generalized in the interview responses to an improvement in 
ethical thinking, critical thinking, confidence, speaking in front of groups, and working 
more effectively in teams. Another 20% responded that the program made them a better 
person or made them want to get involved in the community. Only 20% responded that 
they were incentivized to serve the common good. NVivo reported that the terms know, 
better, and learn had the highest weighted percentages at 3.31, 3.27, and 2.27, 
respectively. 
Question 4. What aspect of the program did you most enjoy? The students 
reported that they enjoyed three aspects of the program: (a) 66% commented on the 
positive role of the faculty in their education, (b) 50% commented on the benefits of the 
curriculum, and (c) 20% commented on the benefits of studying leadership in the Jepson 
community. Sixty-six percent of students reported the major recurring trend was the high 
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degree of satisfaction with the faculty and faculty engagement. Only one student reported 
a negative experience with an adjunct. A typical response was, “I have had great 
experiences with all my professors at the University of Richmond, but particularly at 
Jepson. I felt that professors really were genuine, approachable, and had a passionate fire 
for the field.” NVivo reported that the highest weighted terms were enjoy, classes, and 
professors at 4.08, 2.62, and 2.62, respectively. 
Question 5. What aspect of the program did you enjoy least? Students reported 
issues related to faculty and curriculum. Some 66% of students reported faculty related 
concerns, such as ambiguity in learning outcomes, inconsistency in course content 
between courses with similar themes, lack of variety in professors, or a high turnover rate 
among faculty. Fifty percent of students also commented on curriculum-related matters in 
addition to faculty concerns. Students reported that the relevance of some of the historical 
content in Leadership 101 was not transparent. Additionally, some reported 
inconsistencies with the level and difficulty of professor expectations, citing that some 
classes had shallow readings, others dense works; some professors were more demanding 
than others. NVivo analysis provided the highest weighted responses for the word classes 
of 6.09 and 3.91 for the word professors. 
Question 6. Students were presented with a list of Jepson learning objectives and 
asked, “Which program learning objective(s) do you think were best accomplished and 
why?” The majority (66%) of students reported that Learning Objective E, “Students will 
demonstrate an understanding of the role of critical thinking and ethics in leadership and 
personal contexts” was best accomplished. Learning Objective F, “Students will 
demonstrate personal, interpersonal, and cross-cultural understandings relevant to 
leadership and the role of ethics in leadership,” was next highest at 30%, followed by 
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Learning Objective A, “Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of ethical 
thinking in leadership and personal contexts, particularly the relationship between 
morality and self-interest.” Only one student reported Learning Objective D, “Students 
will demonstrate their understanding of and proficiency with research methods,” as best 
accomplished. A typical student response was,  
I think the Jepson School does a very good job of teaching us how to understand 
the role of ethical thinking. In leadership and personal contexts, especially in 
relation to morality and self-interest, that is one thing we touch upon in every core 
course and electives. 
 
The word frequency query resulted in the highest weighted percentage at 4.22 for 
leadership, followed by critical thinking at 3.95, and differences at 2.99. 
Question 7. Students were presented a list of Jepson learning objectives and 
asked, “Which program learning objectives do you think were least accomplished and 
why?” Twenty percent of students reported that Learning Objective D, “Students will 
demonstrate an understanding of, and proficiency with, research methods,” and Learning 
Objective A, “Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of ethical thinking 
in leadership and personal contexts, particularly the role between morality and self-
interest” were the most frequently reported learning objectives that were least 
accomplished. Twelve percent of students reported Learning Objective G, “Students will 
be able to articulate their understanding of leadership and their growth as a student at the 
Jepson School,” as the other learning objective that was least accomplished. Students 
commented on the difficulty of this question in that most felt all the program objectives 
were accomplished to some degree, but relative to the others, these were accomplished 
least. The NVivo word frequency count reported that program least accomplished had 
their highest weighted percentages associated with the words critical thinking, 
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knowledge, and ethics at 4.76, 3.46, 3.05, respectively. 
Question 8. What would you change about the program to make it more 
effective? Students reported a variety of ways to improve the academic programming, 
albeit their answers did not have any consistent theme. Major ways to improve the 
program follow: (a) providing students a tangible technical skill for the workforce; (b) a 
research course that required an application of research; (c) the addition of courses, such 
as a research application, that support workforce skills; (d) additional courses that 
required the application of ethical thinking and theory; (e) stabilizing the faculty for 
longer periods at Jepson; and (f) standardizing the instruction taught in the core courses. 
Relative to this last comment, several students mentioned that classes with a similar type 
of content would have different outcomes, creating confusion among students. Among 
interview responses, 40% indicated a stronger research component would be beneficial. 
In the more effective category, NVivo returned the following word frequencies: thinking 
at 5.56 weighted percentage, and skills at a 2.78 weighted percentage as its highest word 
frequency percentages. In contrast to the students’ comments, the words faculty and 
research returned weighted percentages of only 1.39% and 1.85%. 
Question 9. In what capacity do you intend to serve the common good as a result 
of your exposure to the program’s leadership principles, learning objectives, and 
mission? Students reported a universal desire and passion to continue to serve the 
common good after graduation, largely because of what they had learned at Jepson. 
Students were less granular about specifics of “in what capacity” they would continue to 
serve. Only three of 10 students specifically identified sectors in American society where 
they wanted to serve the common good (i.e., the health care sector, the national 
government, the military). The highest weighted words in the word frequency search 
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included good and serve at 4.80 and 4.72 respectively, followed by community and 
leadership at 2.18 and 1.94. Only one student did not express any desire to serve the 
common good.  
Question 10. What is your definition of leadership and how, if any, has it 
changed as a result of your participation in the Jepson program? A majority (60%) of 
students reported that their definition of leadership had changed over time through their 
participation at Jepson, and that the changes reflected a broader, more inclusive, more 
contextual, and more complex view of leadership than before their attendance at Jepson. 
Some students reported the inclusion of ethics as an important dimension in their 
definition. Working in groups, the importance of followers, understanding leadership in 
personal contexts, were recurring themes in student responses. The terms change agent, 
empowerment, and common good were recurring in responses. A typical response to the 
question follows:  
I have definitely expanded my definition of leadership from a simply thinking of 
leadership as a single person inspiring a group to move from Points A to B, to 
thinking how people can, even in very personal contexts, make conscious 
decisions to reach a certain end or try to inspire a certain means. 
 
NVivo returned its highest weighted percentages for the words leadership (8.31), and 
change (2.91), which supported students’ answers to this question. Additionally, 
weighted percentages for the words followers (2.67) and Jepson (2.43) underscored a key 
change in students’ definition of being more inclusiveness. 
Question 11. The Jepson program is built on a liberal arts core, which emphasizes 
ethics. How has this approach to leadership affected your leadership capacity? All 
students responded that the liberal arts model positively affected their leadership 
capacity. Some (66%) students reported that the major benefit of using a liberal arts 
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model to teach leadership was an increased awareness and understanding of the role of 
ethics in leadership and being exposed to many academic disciplines. Additionally, 
students reported a liberal arts model forced them to challenge their own beliefs, listen to 
all sides of issues, and, in general, broadened their understanding of complex and 
controversial topics. Other benefits included having class interactions with students who 
have a wide variety of academic interests and perspectives. Finally, students reported that 
seminar discussions were framed in many different contexts and disciplines, which 
expanded their perspectives on leadership. A typical response noted the benefits of the 
liberal arts model included a wider range of diverse perspectives when confronting 
conversational topics:  
I think that being in classes throughout my 4 years where people bring a wide 
range of diverse perspectives, and we are confronting such controversial topics, 
especially in Justice and Civil Society, is the strength. We talked about racial 
inequality and socioeconomics, and how they affect organizations. I think that the 
liberal arts and ethical approach has helped me recognize that everyone has 
something valuable to bring to the table, and it has helped my listening skills, and 
has challenged me to question my own beliefs, and be willing to change my 
beliefs. 
 
The word frequency query resulted in the word ethics as the most heavily weighted with 
a percentage of 2.65.  
Question 12. After completing the requirements for a degree (major) in 
Leadership Studies, how convinced are you (definitely, probably, unsure, probably not, 
definitely not) that leadership can be taught in an academic environment? While students 
reported that leadership can definitely be taught in an academic environment, most 
reported that the program’s purpose is not to develop leaders, but to create a better 
understanding of the leadership phenomena. Most specifically pointed to leadership 
aspects that can be taught, such as critical thinking, leadership in personal contexts, 
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ethics, working in teams, and appreciating diverse views. Most reflected on the difference 
between the academic study of leadership, which they feel the Jepson program 
accomplishes, and teaching how to be a leader, which is not a program objective. 
Students reported, however, that they were better leaders as a result of the program. 
Improvement in critical thinking; development of certain skills, such as working in 
teams; and having a broader understanding of the role of ethics in leadership were a few 
of the themes students underscored as benefits of Leadership Studies. Theory-to-practice 
opportunities were another reported attribute of teaching leadership studies in an 
academic environment, with experiential opportunities being viewed as a program 
strength. The NVivo word frequency query resulted in taught at a 3.36 weighted 
percentage, academic environment at a 2.33 weighted percentage, and understanding at a 
2.07 weighted percentage, as the highest rated words, reaffirming the students’ 
comments. 
Question 13. Of the required courses in the Jepson program, which do you think 
is most influential in building your leadership capacity? Some 66% of students reported 
that the most influential course was Leadership 300, Theory and Models of Leadership, 
because of the case studies on how actual companies, people, or events functioned in a 
leadership context. The stimulating and relevant course content was the underlying 
reason stated by students favoring this course. Students reported that this course taught 
them ethical dimensions of leadership in an applied model, they were able to see theory-
to-practice content modeled, and this course extrapolated and integrated content from 
other courses. Leadership 101, Leadership and the Humanities, Leadership 102, and the 
Ethics capstone course were also cited as influential courses. The NVivo word query 
resulted in the words events (2.49 weighted percentage), theories (2.44 weighted 
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percentage), actual (2.43 weighted percentage), and models (2.41 weighted percentage) 
as the most weighted word frequency returns from their responses. 
Question 14. Are you a more effective leader because of the Jepson program? If 
so how, and why? All students (100%) reported they were more effective leaders as a 
result of the Jepson program. Most students recognized that the Jepson program is a 
leadership studies, not a leadership development program, and outcomes are not focused 
on making one a leader. However, all reported gains in leadership capacity as a result of 
their exposure to the curriculum, pedagogy, and community-based learning components. 
Gains in critical thinking, communication skills, self-awareness, the ability to work in 
groups, and a broader perspective on the leadership phenomena, were cited as reasons 
their leadership capacity had grown. All pointed to a greater understanding of leadership 
from studying the phenomena in a multidisciplinary model as a major benefit of the 
Jepson program. The word frequency query resulted in weighted percentages that suggest 
Jepson programming as a root cause for their growth in leadership capacity: Jepson at 
2.98, effective at 2.77, and leader at 2.55. 
Question 15. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Jepson program? 
Students reported that the Jepson program had the following strengths (listed in no 
particular order): (a) superior faculty who took a vested interest in their students’ success; 
(b) a sense of community at the Jepson School; (c) the multidisciplinary nature of the 
curriculum; (d) the classroom environment, especially the discussion-oriented 
curriculum; (e) superior students; (f) group work and service learning components;  
(g) the relevance and tangibility of the curriculum; (h) written and oral assignments;  
(i) the curriculum improved or developed self-awareness; (j) the curriculum core courses 
and wide range of electives and concentrations; (k) the ability to apply theory to practice; 
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and (l) the liberal arts model and course sequencing. 
Students reported few weaknesses and noted in their interviews that the level of 
satisfaction with the program was high. Weaknesses were reported as falling into three 
areas: students wanted more technical skills, students wanted more application 
opportunities, and students felt there was a disparity in faculty classroom expectations. 
Students reported the following weaknesses (listed in no particular order): (a) more 
teaching standardization was needed for some core courses; (b) more experiential 
learning opportunities were desired; (c) more instruction was sought in teaching students 
how to apply what they learn; (d) assistance was sought in describing the Jepson program 
to others; (e) development of more technical skills, such as SPSS or research methods;  
(f) consistency in faculty expectations on course requirements; and (g) less turnover 
among faculty. The NVivo query on word frequency resulted in Jepson with the highest 
weighted percentage at 3.40, followed by students at 2.87, and classes at 2.29. An 
additional query on the word strengths resulted in a return of faculty, community, and 
interdisciplinary.  A query on the word weaknesses resulted in the words faculty, 
experiential, and technical. 
Question 16. What was the most beneficial part of the program in building your 
leadership capacity (i.e., curriculum, instruction, experiential education, internship, 
interaction with other students and faculty, community-based education)? The students 
reported three items as being the most beneficial: curriculum content, instruction, and 
experiential education. In particular, the internship and the faculty were singled out for 
positive comments. Students saw service learning and the internship as providing the 
necessary linkage between theory and practice was seen as a best practice to 
understanding material presented in the classroom. The quality of the faculty and their 
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passion for leadership studies were reported as other program strengths in building 
leadership capacity, and was noted in the following interview comment:  
I have professors who have invited the class over for dinner and welcomed the 
class to their home, which is so unique that they make it so we feel comfortable 
and, while I think other professors can do this, I truly feel my Jepson professors 
have gone above and beyond that. I formed a relationship with them. These are 
people that years down the road I could send an e-mail to them and they would be 
receptive and excited, and they would e-mail me back immediately. These 
relationships are so stable and so helpful that the professors are here to promote 
learning, to bring out the best in every student. If you are struggling they will say, 
let us work together to do this. I remember my freshman year, toward the end of 
semester, I unfortunately had mono and it was unclear if I was going to be able to 
take my finals, my leadership and humanities professor sat down with me and 
said, whether or not you take my final, I don’t care, together we will work 
together so you can take some of the final so you do not have that looming over 
you over vacation.  
 
Students pointed to the faculty relationship and engagement with students, and the 
quality instruction in the classroom as most beneficial. The “stairstep” approach to the 
curriculum, with courses building on one another, was another identified strength as 
noted in one student comment: “Every single core course I have taken, I know why I took 
it and I can see how it influences every other class we take.” The NVivo word frequency 
search resulted in top returns for professors at 3.25 weighted percentage, leadership at 
2.09, beneficial at 1.45, and internship at 1.13 weighted percentage. Complementing 
were the results of the most beneficial query, resulting in the words electives, classroom 
environment, faculty accessibility, interactive, and experiential being returned on the 
word tree. 
Alumni Interview Results 
Interviews were conducted with five members of the alumni who had been in the 
workforce a minimum of 5 years after graduation. The purpose of the interviews was 
twofold: to ascertain the benefit of the Jepson curriculum to their workplace experiences 
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and to gauge how their views on leadership had changed. A constant comparative 
analysis coupled with NVivo word frequency analysis was used to develop themes and 
patterns. Interviews were conducted over e-mail after the consent process using the 
protocol presented in Appendix D.  
Question 1. How have your views on leadership changed since graduation from 
Jepson and entrance into the work force? All (100%) graduates reported changes in their 
views of leadership since entering the workforce. Those changes in views included 
statements on how leadership was more nuanced and complex than otherwise thought, 
with contextual dynamics and “areas in the grey” being more in play. Two responses 
differed in commentary with remarks on the varying motivations of followers, and how 
character was an important element in surmounting leadership challenges. 
Another theme reflected on skills gained in the Jepson program. Some 80% of the 
alumni commented that the Jepson program had enabled them to develop skills, which 
they were able to apply to the workplace. An analysis of the comments attributed the 
Jepson program to developing the following skills: (a) critical thinking; (b) knowledge of 
leadership theory, which could be applied; (c) understanding contextual leadership 
scenarios; (d) understanding organizational leadership situations, dynamics, and power 
centers; (e) understanding best practices in group settings; and (f) understanding the 
dynamics of “followership.” 
In general, recurring themes included comments that leadership was much more 
nuanced, context driven, and complex than they imagined. As an example, one graduate 
stated that personal views had not changed, but had evolved and become more complex 
and nuanced. Another reinforced this view by identifying how complex leadership can be 
under “real world” conditions and that issues in the “gray” and “toxic” leadership were 
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much more prevalent than the individual had assumed. All identified the importance of 
the role of the follower, but some pointed to the wide range of motivations found in 
followers, from those who are self-starters to those who only do the minimum. Another 
graduate stated that personal views had broadened and become more cynical, and that 
understanding context was the most important element in successful leadership. The 
NVivo analysis indicated word frequency query results with leadership (7.14) as the 
heavily weighted percentage, followed by Jepson (2.07), learned (1.98), and context 
(1.89). 
Question 2. What is your perspective on the education you received from the 
Jepson School of Leadership Studies, and what, if any, did this education contribute to 
your experience in the workforce? All (100%) agreed that the Jepson education was not 
only beneficial, but key to their advancement in the workplace. Key areas of agreement 
were that the benefits of Jepson were salient in three areas: (a) the ability to apply 
leadership theory and strategies to any situation; (b) the ability to work in groups, 
collaborate effectively, and build consensus; and (c) the ability to understand context and 
think critically. One response credited the Jepson program with improving confidence, 
speaking up in forums, taking risks, and pushing personal boundaries. Only one response 
discussed a commitment to social justice causes as a result of the Jepson education. 
Finally, there was one response, which reflected some frustration with workplace 
colleagues who have superficial ideas about leadership. 
Other comments from alumni pointed to how relevant the leadership education 
was for the challenges of the 21st century, how the Jepson program provided them with 
the confidence and critical thinking to voice opinions, take risks, and step out of comfort 
zones. One alumnus developed a leadership program for eighth graders. Many pointed to 
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their Jepson education as being a springboard for seeking greater leadership 
responsibilities, enhancing advancement, and as placing them in a position of advantage 
in the workplace. The NVivo analysis resulted in word frequencies of leadership (4.29), 
Jepson (3.12), and education (2.98) as the most heavily weighted percentages. 
Question 3. What, if any, changes would you recommend to the Jepson 
curriculum and pedagogy? There was little consensus: Some (20%) alumni had similar 
recommendations in only one area, which was to develop more of a business focus to the 
curricula, emphasizing leadership in corporate America and global contexts. Nested in 
this recommendation was one to focus on stakeholder management and social innovation, 
and to study real world structures and dynamics more. One recommended more of an 
emphasis on effective writing, and another responded that Jepson focuses too much on 
the role of others and groups, and should allow more time for self-reflection and self-
exploration. One recommended a cohesive set of seminars, workshops, or discussions to 
allow the Jepson students to learn about the “real-world” workplace and structures, share 
what they learned in Jepson and how that education connected to their employment, and 
to develop joint studies and recommendations for how theory and models of leadership 
can be practically applied in context. One mentioned stakeholder management and social 
innovation as worthy of inclusion in any curriculum modification. One offered no 
recommendations. The NVivo work frequency count resulted in the word Jepson as the 
highest weighted percentage at 3.96, followed by learn (2.70), leadership (2.64), and 
business (2.16). 
Portfolio Evaluation 
Evidence of student learning comes in both direct and indirect forms (Bresciani, 
2006). Student portfolios are direct evidence because it requires the demonstration of 
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student knowledge or skills (Palomba & Banta, 1999). Jepson portfolios consisted of a 
single product: testimonials on the student’s internship experience. Therefore, the one 
limitation of the Jepson portfolio is that it is not longitudinal, but reflects a specific event, 
the internship, which occurs during the junior year, typically during the summer. The 
literature reflected the benefits of limited content in portfolios, arguing that limited 
portfolio dimensions allow for reliable evaluation, because, as topics increase, 
consistency and reliability can be lost (Ziegler & Montplaisir, 2012). From this 
researcher’s perspective, the limited content was a constraint on using portfolios as a tool 
to provide a meaningful assessment of the impact of the program. Portfolios containing 
longitudinal content would potentially provide evidence of student growth and 
transformation as a result of their educational experiences at Jepson. It especially would 
have been useful for addressing the transitional aspect of Research Question 2 on how 
views of leadership change. The portfolio’s value, therefore, was limited in contributing 
to this research.    
The Internship Seminar, Leadership 488, occurs during the summer of the junior 
year and is designed to integrate and to apply insights and understandings gained in the 
academic study of leadership (Soderlund, n.d.). The portfolio represented a 240-hour 
internship with the following written components: (a) a site description and personal 
preparation, (b) a reflection paper on the organizational culture, (c) a theory-to-practice 
paper focused toward relating leadership theory to the internship experience, (d) an 
application written product, which focused on using knowledge of leadership studies to 
draw insights into practical problems at the internship site (Soderlund, n.d.). Additionally, 
students submitted a reflection paper at the end of the internship on lessons learned from 
their experience. The four academic outcomes of the internship follow: first, improve 
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competencies in such areas as problem solving, decision making, communication, and 
working in groups; second, synthesizing information to develop new insights into 
leadership; third, further develop mastery of the principles of leadership; and, fourth, 
improve the ability to express understanding both orally and in writing (Soderlund, n.d.). 
Analyzing evidence relative to these outcomes was the goal of the portfolio review.  
Evaluation of student portfolios was used by the researcher for three purposes: to 
further validate and corroborate statements made by seniors in interviews; to cross-check 
evidence of learning relative to outcomes of the Jepson program, 2009 to 2013, and to 
validate evidence of students linking theory to practice in applying what they have 
learned. A total of 10 portfolios of graduating seniors (approximately 20% of graduating 
leadership studies majors) were reviewed for evidence and application of learning.  
The researcher used the following process for reviewing work collected in the 
portfolio. Student portfolios were assigned values using the Jepson internship portfolio 
rubric (see Appendix F). The items that were evaluated were the three CIRs (Soderlund, 
n.d.): (a) CIR-1, Organizational Culture; (b) CIR-2, Theory to Practice; and (c) CIR-3, 
Application. This portfolio content was then compared to learning themes appropriate for 
leadership portfolio analysis derived from the literature, which supported the research 
questions and learning outcomes noted in chapters 1 and 3. If a CIR contained evidence 
of any or all of the nine qualitative themes, it was so noted by annotating the number 
code of the theme in the evaluation matrix. The nine themes follow: (a) improvement in 
an understanding of others; (b) improvement in the ability to problem solve; (c) changes 
in attitudes; (d) changes in behaviors; (e) appreciation of the role of ethical thinking;  
(f) improvement in ability to self-regulate; (g) development in capacity to apply theories, 
principles, and ideas to leadership contexts; (h) improvement in ability to communicate; 
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and (i) identification of which component of the leadership program had the most impact. 
The Jepson portfolio rubric and thematic assessment results (see Appendix F) include a 
depiction of the qualitative values assigned to each student’s portfolio from the 
researcher’s interpretation of learning themes seen in the portfolio. 
The content in the students’ portfolios reflected suggestions that the growth in 
leadership identity is correlated to Jepson’s pedagogy, especially the classroom 
discussion-oriented teaching approaches, cohort effect, and course content. It further 
reinforces evidence from other instruments that the students’ skills and knowledge from 
their Jepson experience were retained and transferred to experiential opportunities.   
Faculty Interviews 
Interviews were conducted with Sandra J. Peart, PhD, Dean of Jepson School of 
Leadership Studies; Terry L. Price, PhD, Associate Dean of Academic Affairs; and 
Joanna B. Ciulla, PhD, one of the original architects of the Jepson curriculum design (see 
Appendix E). The purpose of the interviews was to provide a greater understanding of the 
context of the conceptual design of the Jepson program and to understand their views on 
the academic study of leadership, which, ultimately, affects the execution of the program. 
The interviews were recorded and transcribed, and are presented in their entirety. 
Interview with Sandra J. Peart, PhD, Dean, Jepson School: Question 1. There 
has been an explosion in the growth of leadership studies programs in the last 20 years, 
and the growth of student participation has been steadily rising. Because most disciplines 
are based on some degree of need driven by society, why do you think students are 
attracted to the Jepson program as a major or minor?  
Students are attracted to the Jepson School for many reasons. The Jepson School 
teaches both the “for” and “about” of leadership, and students are attracted to Jepson to 
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learn about both. They have both an intellectual interest in the subject and a pragmatic 
interest because so many either hold or held leadership positions, or are interested in 
leadership roles after graduation. They are also interested in many different aspects of the 
topic, including followership and ethical dimensions. Their intellectual interest in 
leadership can stem from what makes a leader good; what is it that makes leadership 
effective, how do individuals know when a leader is ethical and effective; what sort of 
institutional arrangements promote ethical and effective leadership; what kinds of rules 
help a leader to be a good leader; and what is a moral leader, person of character, and so 
on. They also have an interest in not just studying the lessons of leadership, but applying 
what they learn. While somewhat unusual, but not necessarily unique, to Jepson, Jepson 
give their students a very rich sense of what leadership is, how to study it, how to 
measure it, how to frame it, and how to influence it. 
Question 2. In your view, what are the strengths and weaknesses of the Jepson 
program, and where do you think the program needs to head in the future to remain 
relevant and utilitarian? Do you envision further growth in the leadership studies program 
and, if so, in what direction? The clear strength is the multidisciplinary and liberal arts 
nature that Jepson uses to study the leadership phenomena. We have an economist, 
political scientists, social psychologists, philosophers, religious studies, organizational 
behaviorists, historians−seven disciplines in all so there is a lot of breadth and richness in 
how leadership is studied at the Jepson School. The curriculum is structured in a way that 
mirrors the breadth so we have two introductory courses, Leadership and the Humanities, 
and Leadership and the Social Sciences. This gives students two areas or ways to come at 
leadership, and the curriculum encapsulates social science and elements of the 
humanities, such as critical thinking and our Theory and Models class, with the ethics as 
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the capstone course. 
As far as weaknesses, if it can be called such, leadership is such the broad, 
complicated, and complex phenomena that it is difficult to cover all aspects. There are 
two challenges in that area. Leadership can be thought of in the context of scientific 
discovery and that is something we have not done yet. Second, while we have breadth in 
our curriculum and good depth as well, it is not always clear how to layer depth on top of 
a curriculum that is so broad. As an example, if you are expecting your students to be 
philosophers or social psychologists and to know a bit of religious history and intellectual 
history, it is very hard to build on top of these courses when you have limitations on the 
number of units you can require. So it is difficult to have advanced-level courses. While 
this is a limitation, one way we address this is through advanced-level research, 
independent study, or through the honors thesis program. We also have a thesis program, 
which is not honors. The honors thesis program requires an oral defense, so this is one 
way we add depth into the curriculum. Another way to add depth is for the student to add 
it in by taking certain electives, and, in certain cases, working one on one with the 
professor. However, programming or layering this depth is the one challenge we have 
despite these options.  
While not all students have an interest in pursuing additional courses that would 
add to the depth of their knowledge, I think it is important that we continue to provide 
those opportunities, even if they are not for everyone. They are wonderful learning 
opportunities, which require a tremendous amount of work. For example, a student would 
begin a project the junior year, learn how to conduct research, develop the project, and 
typically spend a full year on it before presenting and defending it to faculty. However, 
not all students will have that in-depth or intense interest so, in general, we have a 
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curriculum that is very broad, which allows some additional opportunities for more depth 
for students who wish to pursue it. Ours is not a curriculum that leads to any one 
particular graduate program; however, students can take an orientation in our leadership 
studies curriculum that will set them up well for graduate programs. I think that many 
students are ready, when they graduate, to go out and do the leadership portion, instead of 
attend graduate school, if leadership is their passion. 
Question 3. The academic programming at Jepson is founded on a study of 
leadership from the perspective of seven disciplines: economics, history, literature, 
philosophy, politics, and religion. Yet of the 38 colleges and universities that offer 
leadership studies as a degree program, there is no consistent model or general theory that 
allows leadership studies programming in one institution to neatly translate over 
leadership studies in another institution. 
Do you think this inconsistency in academic programming inhibits leadership 
studies from being completely accepted as an academic field of study? Should there be 
more agreement on what constitutes core or essential elements of leadership for 
academically based programs? I think that there are patterns in the curriculum that have 
emerged. One pattern would be ours, although not all courses in other institutions are 
mapped identical to ours, there is a broad consistency. That is, there is an introductory 
course, which is humanities or social science. Then there usually is a course or courses, 
which have some community-based learning as our social justice course does. There 
usually will be some kind of theory course, a models kind of course, and there is often an 
ethics course as part of the leadership program. There may be a methods course, which is 
our critical thinking and methods of inquiry course, but those are our major courses and 
our core. The other common pattern is to offer electives, which often come at leadership 
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from a historical context, a sociological context, and organizational context, and there 
usually is an applied ethics course, so I think that is one model of the curriculum, which 
prevails in a lot of liberal arts institutions.  
There are other ways of organizing leadership curriculum, which are in more 
applied contexts, such as these, that are heavily influenced by the applied disciplines of 
business or communications studies or organizational behavior. These types of leadership 
curriculum would be housed in a business school or business division, a department of 
political science, or a communications department very often. These are perfectly 
reasonable ways to do leadership studies, but it is a different curricular pattern. Jepson 
evolved over time, but we deliberately separated Jepson from the business school in order 
to convince the faculty early on we were not duplicating leadership programs in those 
schools, and that we had a different disciplinary basis for looking at the problems of 
leadership. We said we were going to secure ourselves in the liberal arts. 
Jepson would not be about management or organizational behavior, although we 
have elements woven in the curriculum. When the idea of a leadership studies school was 
suggested, the faculty said you could teach about leadership by teaching history, teaching 
social science, teaching economics, by teaching political theory and so on, and that was 
the way we were going to differentiate ourselves from the business school notions of 
management. So these two patterns (i.e., a separate school or leadership housed within an 
existing school, exist and each has its own merits). The universities that have followed 
Jepson tend to be more liberal arts oriented and took the curriculum in that direction. 
As far as whether there should be a general theory of leadership studies, I do not 
think there needs to be. Leadership is a big enough idea and concept that you can come at 
it from many directions. Leadership is complex enough to where it can be studied from 
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different perspectives and contexts and that is what makes it so interesting to students and 
so rich to write on, and conduct research on. The lack of consistency on how institutions 
approach studying leadership is a sense of what a rich subject we are studying. 
Leadership Studies comes in many varieties, which is a more compelling way of 
expressing a lack of consistency. An example of that variety if you will, is right here at 
Jepson. We have 13 full-time faculty members and that is a lot to have devoted to a 
school for the study of leadership in one area. Most leadership programs struggle a lot by 
having two or three people who teach a variety of courses within a major or minor. The 
subject matter is enormous, but that is the great thing about leadership studies. Most 
faculty come to the school fairly narrowly trained. So, for example, if a new assistant 
professor arrives with a doctor of philosophy in modern literature, they will have much 
more agency over their careers by being at Jepson, where they can expand 
conceptualizing and writing in their field. This school allows its faculty to be creative and 
flexible in terms of what they design or impart in their teaching and also in terms of 
problems people get to investigate or write about. An example would be ethics in 
cyberspace, which is not exactly something one would learn in graduate school, but, here 
at Jepson, bringing focus on such issues is something we are going to welcome. 
Question 4. What are your perceptions about student leadership skills that 
contributed to your overall philosophy in leading the Jepson program? From a personal 
perspective, these skills include critical listening. One of the first lessons of leadership is 
to listen. A lot of people say it, but do not actually listen. A lot of people do not actually 
process a lot of what they are hearing. Someone who is in a position of leadership needs 
to listen honestly and to be your own worst critic. That leads to another important lesson, 
which is not to rush to judgment. It is important to give yourself time before you make 
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judgments as to whether a request or decision is reasonable or not. Also, students will 
obviously face situations, which contain ethical dilemmas that they will have to decide 
on: Some of these dilemmas may not allow for full public disclosure. They will have their 
ethics course to draw on, but sometimes situations preclude public disclosure of all 
information. However, they can still defend it by going through the arguments aloud and, 
in that regard, it is important to say the words, here is what I did, here is why it was 
necessary, and, if they can explain a decision in such a way, they can convince 
themselves, that, in fact, it was a reasonable decision, and this is a reasonable way to 
proceed. Another thing I like to push to them is to think about the line. In my leadership 
box of tools thinking, where is the line over which I will not cross. If they have not 
thought about those things ahead of time, sometimes they can get pushed into a situation 
that is farther than they are willing to go in hindsight. Thinking about the line ahead of 
time will give them some ethical grounding. 
Interview with Terry L. Price, PhD, Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, 
Jepson School of Leadership Studies: Question 1. Students report that the most 
beneficial part of the program is the learning environment and curriculum. Student 
satisfaction is also very high in a general sense that their expectations are being met. How 
was the academic programming constructed to achieve such contentment? The answer is 
threefold. The curriculum has a very effective sequencing, where courses build on top of 
one another. I also think the cohort model has a big role, and finally, the pedagogy, with 
its student centered, discussion oriented classes, is also central to an effective program. 
You cannot make a whole lot of progress in leadership without giving people 
opportunities in classroom to say what they think, and push the discussion in the direction 
they think it ought to go. We have made some improvements in the gateway courses, 
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Leadership and the Humanities, and Leadership and the Social Sciences, to make them 
broader and give people a sense of what the program is like and to ensure the people can 
see the kind of skills they can deploy no matter the discipline of the person teaching the 
course. 
Question 2. Based on your years of experience at Jepson, what would you do 
differently or how would you reinforce success with regard to the academic 
programming? One of the strengths of Jepson lies in the fact that the Jepson faculty are 
constantly working to improve the curriculum. In my experience I cannot imagine a more 
reflective bunch of faculty members when it comes to revising the curriculum. It is very 
much a culture here at Jepson. Many things from the original curriculum are still in place, 
which reflects on the wisdom of the founders and the folks that originally put the 
curriculum together. I believe that the most progress we have made in the past 5 or 10 
years is to give some definition to the end of the curriculum. In the past, the front end had 
more structure and the more recent changes now categorize electives into three groups 
with students taking course from at least one of these three areas. We have made progress 
in understanding the key areas for research and learning, and perhaps our future 
curriculum initiatives will focus on providing more opportunities in these areas. 
Question 3. What is the impact of Jepson’s internship and community-based 
learning to student education? What changes would you recommend? The service 
learning and community-based learning components were divided up between me and the 
other associate dean, Soderlund, with myself handling the academic side and Soderlund 
doing the experiential side.  
The students get an incredible amount of exposure to theory to practice, and it 
bolsters what we do in the classroom. The amount of experiential learning has grown; 
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from 1 credit hour to many, in the Justice and Civil Society course and we have grown 
the experiential opportunities to include some courses where you would not suspect there 
would be any. One of our new professors, for example, Bezio, teaches a course called 
Leadership on Stage and Screen, and has introduced a community-based learning element 
where the Jepson students work with school children and put on a play. That gets to the 
heart of the issue, which is the faculty and institutional culture. Jepson School allows 
people to be innovative; there are no limits on what instructors can do in the classroom, 
and where to take the pedagogy or how to use the community–based aspect. Faculty 
members are encouraged to take risks and be innovative and creative, and so we are lucky 
to be allowed to do this. A lot of good leadership got us here. Heilman, Jepson, and 
others had the foresight to create something like this and let it go, and see where it goes 
in the end. 
Interview with Joanna B. Ciulla, PhD, Professor, Coston Family Chair of 
Leadership and Ethics, Jepson School of Leadership Studies: Question 1. What was 
your philosophical approach to designing the leadership studies program? What were the 
influences that motivated you in the approach? How has your philosophical approach and 
concept of leadership changed since the initiation of the program at Jepson? Is the 
leadership studies program, seen through the humanities and liberal arts, the appropriate 
venue to teach ethical ideals and values? What changes would you recommend in the 
Jepson curriculum? 
Most leadership is studied through contexts and traits, meaning competencies, and 
our program was designed within that broad concept. So the first curriculum had 
everything from conflict resolution to policy making, and leadership contexts, such as 
international, political, and historical, so it was a rather nice tight structure. We migrated 
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to three categories for electives, including ethical, historical, and social; but when we 
started, we were not sure what “leadership studies” were.  
You had the original literature in Rost and Burns, in addition to the social science 
stuff in the Leadership Quarterly. In the migration to update our thinking on leadership 
studies, the most profound change was to stop worrying about the leadership literature 
per se and create our own. That is why a lot of us did text books. 
 Leadership literature is all around us and that has been the biggest change. New 
faculty−we hired four last year−all come bringing their own literature, so the most 
important change in the Jepson program is that we have expanded what constitutes 
leadership literature from the original very narrow definition of it noted in leadership 
theories and social science venues. These are very narrow and not rich, so Jepson School 
looks at leadership in a very broad way; it is simply too complex and too big of a 
phenomena. It is part of the human condition; it is a humanity, a social science, that needs 
to be studied that way. In terms of teaching a bachelor of arts degree in a liberal arts 
school, we would not be doing our students a great service by relying on narrow 
literature, such as just theoretical types, authentic, or servant, as the basis for our course; 
it is too narrow. 
Question 3. Jepson does not have any, as you have termed it, “professors of 
practice” on the staff. Why is that and do you see this changing? We have many 
professors of practice who participate as visiting scholars. Kain, for example, is one. The 
head of the Richmond ballet is another. On the military side, General Schwarzkopf 
participated, as did the chief executive officer of Hershey’s Chocolate. We try to 
integrate visiting professors as part of the cocurricular activities.  
It is always a tough question of balance, but we are giving a bachelor of arts 
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degree and are always cognizant of that. One of the pillars of our school is experiential 
learning and, while visiting professors are certainly a bridge, the internship is key. The 
internship is more than just sending students out to observe. It is connecting theory to 
practice and to have them actively experience the connection and the process. 
Results for Research Question 1  
Research Question 1 follows: Do leadership studies programs alter or effect 
students’ attitudes, knowledge, or behaviors? If so, how do they change? Research 
Question 1 used a mixed-methods approach integrating results from quantitative and 
qualitative data, with the latter explaining, adding context, or triangulating quantitative 
results. The answer to Research Question 1 was addressed through the LPI-S, 
independent samples t test, effect size calculation, and the PPAS. The results were then 
triangulated using the postprogram interview, portfolio analysis, and alumni interview to 
get at the second part of the question. Faculty and key staff interviews provided 
additional insight. Data from both quantitative and qualitative sources included 
suggestions to the researcher that the Jepson program was the source for gains in 
leadership behaviors, skills, and knowledge. 
Quantitative data and analysis showed clear gains in leadership behaviors between 
the sophomore and senior years. In all five categories of the Kouzes and Posner 
behavioral practice model, senior means were higher, and individual question means 
were higher in 29 of 30 questions, and equal in the remaining question. Further, the mean 
differences between sophomores and seniors were significant in four behavioral 
categories and marginally significant in the fifth, and effect size calculations affirmed the 
mean differences to be in the moderate to large range using Cohen’s model, and the 
appreciable range using the Elmes et al. model. 
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While gains occurred in all behavioral areas, some categories were more 
pronounced. For example, the behavior showing the largest gain was “challenging the 
process,” which emphasizes experimenting and taking risks, empowerment of employees 
as change agents, thinking unconventionally, taking initiative, encouraging innovation, 
and challenging the status quo. These traits are derived from confidence in one’s abilities 
and knowledge, and development of interpersonal skills, understanding context, and 
comprehending situational dynamics (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). 
While the LPI-S showed gains in the rate and implementation of leadership 
behaviors, it leaves unanswered the source of these gains, such as the student’s 
maturation process, or their collective college experience from sophomore to senior year. 
The senior PPAS and interview included suggestions that these gains came from the 
student’s participation in the Jepson program. 
The PPAS indicated a high degree of satisfaction with the Jepson program and, in 
particular, with the curriculum and pedagogy. The “program expectations” category of 
questions scored the highest categorical mean followed by “content.” In general, the data 
pointed to knowledge learned on leadership models and theory, and an enhanced 
understanding of ethics, as the areas students gained most due to curriculum and 
pedagogy. NVivo supports the quantitative curriculum and pedagogy data by reporting 
that the words enjoy, classes, and professors received the most heavily weighted 
percentages on the Senior Postprogram Interview Question 4, leadership and critical 
thinking for Question 6, and ethics in Question 11. The cause for this is suggested by the 
students’ intellectual interest in studying leadership in the liberal arts model, as supported 
by responses to Question 1 of the student interview, interview comments from the Dean, 
and the most heavily weighted percentages of Jepson, leadership, interest from NVivo on 
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students’ interviews, and which were prevalent throughout student responses. 
Gains in leadership skills in the category of working in groups, critical thinking, 
voicing opinions, understanding leadership contexts, and being able to apply theory, were 
supported from student interview responses, the PPAS, the portfolio analysis, and 
comments from alumni. In comparing seniors’ responses to Question 16 on their 
interview, to alumni interview responses to Question 2, their responses were remarkably 
similar. The ability to apply leadership strategies, collaborate effectively in groups, and 
think critically were similar responses. NVivo weighed percentages from both groups, 
while different, returned the same top words: leadership and Jepson (both alumni and 
seniors), followed by education (alumni), and learned (seniors). The analysis suggests 
that students gained in leadership behaviors, skills, and knowledge, and the proximate 
cause for this gain was their participation in the Jepson program. 
Results for Research Question 2 
Research Question 2 follows: How do students perceive the impact of leadership 
curriculum toward career goals? Research Question 2 used the PPAS and senior 
interview as the primary means of answering the question. The researcher then contrasted 
senior responses with alumni responses to a similar question on program benefit.  
Two themes emerged from the analysis. Students, while passionate about the 
program and the skills they had gained, were uncertain if these skills would be sought by 
employers. In senior responses to the PPAS, the “future benefits” category of questions 
scored lowest among the categories, at a mean of 3.45. Senior interviews, while voicing 
positive comments on the value of the Jepson curriculum, were less confident that the 
degree would translate into skills sought by employers. Some recommended that Jepson 
add curriculum to include hard skills, such as research or technology. For example, 
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Question 7 of the senior interview asked, “Which program objective was least 
accomplished and why?” The resulting responses included “proficiency in research 
methods” as the leading student response. Question 8 asked, “What would you change 
about the program to make it more effective?” Responses were similar to Question 7 with 
adding research courses and more technical skills being the most popular. NVivo, using 
the word frequency analysis, returned the words thinking as the leading program attribute 
and the word skills a distant second, reinforcing this conclusion. This theme returns the 
conclusion that seniors responded with varying degrees of confidence that program 
outcomes will benefit them in the workplace, and that a Leadership Studies degree would 
be viewed favorably by employers. 
The second theme dealt with serving the common good and civic engagement, 
which is a Jepson goal. All students expressed a desire to serve the common good after 
graduation, yet few had concrete plans to directly do so when responding to Question 9 of 
the senior interview. Additionally, NVivo results returned word frequency trends that 
reaffirmed this conclusion, such as returning no weighted word percentages reflecting 
specific sectors of the economy for Question 9 other than the word community, which had 
a weighted percentage of 2.18.   
However, responses by alumni reflected the effectiveness of the Jepson education 
with 100% commenting on how they benefited from the liberal arts model and leadership 
studies, in general. Three key areas alumni felt the education made a difference follow: 
(a) the ability to work in groups and collaborate effectively, (b) the ability to apply 
leadership theory and strategies to problem solve, and (c) the ability to think critically. 
NVivo word frequency weighted percentages favored the word themes leadership, 
Jepson, and education in the alumni discourse and reinforce the alumni’s thoughts on the 
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value of their education. However, much like the senior interview responses, only one 
alumnus commented on pursuing employment that supported the common good.  
Results for Research Question 3 
Research Question 3 follows: Do perceptions of leadership change over time? 
Instruments that were used to answer this question included the PPAS, the senior 
interview, and the alumni survey. 
The purpose of this question was to seek and identify the tangible elements of 
change in a student’s thinking about leadership identity. As students make meaning of 
their experiences in Leadership Studies, changes are manifested in changes in behavior, 
attitudes, and knowledge. The goal of this question was to see if data revealed a common 
baseline of thinking existed toward leadership, then identify changes in views and 
analyze causes for those changes. The LPI-S results, for example, showed growth in 
leadership behaviors between the sophomore and senior years, but did not get inside the 
thinking that caused the change in behaviors and attitudes. Overall satisfaction with the 
Jepson program indicated the program had a positive effect and caused changes in 
thinking about leadership. As examples, Question 17 on the PPAS, “Leadership Studies 
was a rewarding experience,” and Question 16, “I would recommend this program to 
others,” were rank ordered second and third in value among all questions with means at 
3.86 and 3.76 respectively. The data were clear that student comments would not be so 
enthusiastic if the program did not have a personal, meaningful impact. Research 
Question 3 got to the heart of identifying changes in thinking about leadership. 
Questions 2, 4, 5, 9, and 10 (see Appendix B) on the PPAS were associated with 
Research Question 3. From the 17-question PPAS, the means of these questions were 
rank ordered eighth, 16th, sixth, ninth, and fifth respectively. The rank ordering reflects 
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the students’ enthusiasm and agreement with the question. Of the five questions, four 
(Questions 2, 5, 9, and 10) dealt directly with program content and self-efficacy. Listed 
by ranking, with highest means first, Question 10, “The content of this program has 
helped me to understand the leadership process;” Question 5, “I recognize the importance 
of making ethical decisions;” Question 2, “I have enhanced my ability to express myself 
more clearly;” and Question 9, “I have developed a better appreciation for the diversity of 
individuals and their perspectives;” clearly reflected an evolution in personal thinking 
and perspective about the leadership phenomenon. Because the questions are worded to 
reflect a time dimension, and with student responses reflecting strong means, suggested 
that student thinking about leadership was narrower preprogram and has shifted to a 
broader context by the time they were seniors. 
The fifth question (Question 16 of the PPAS), “I have increased my commitment 
to the common good,” scored next to last with a mean of 3.46. Subsequent seniors 
interviews reinforced the view that while the curriculum emphasizes leadership for the 
common good and students are enthusiastic in that message, it has little impact toward 
motivating service in that area. Delving into the meaning of this finding further was 
certainly beyond the scope of the research.   
Senior postprogram interviews were used to complement information and cross-
check information from the PPAS. Questions 2, 3, 6, 9, 10, 12, and 14 of the Student 
Postprogram Interview provided evidence of their conceptual thinking on leadership 
being transformed. Question 2, “To what extent has the program met your 
expectations?,” received student responses of “met” or “exceeded” expectations, with no 
outliers. Question 6, “Which program learning objective do you think was best 
accomplished?,” reported gains in critical thinking, ethics, personal, interpersonal, and 
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cross-cultural understandings. Question 10, “What is your definition of leadership and 
how has it changed as a result of your participation in the Jepson program?,” recorded the 
majority of students had different, more inclusive, more comprehensive, and more 
complex definitions than when they began the program. Specifically, as seniors, their 
definition was more inclusive, more contextual, and more complex. References to the 
importance of ethics, developing skills for working in groups, developing leader-follower 
relationships, developing employees as change agents, and working on social justice 
issues, resonated in their responses as changes brought on by the program.  
For Question 12, “After completing requirements for a degree in Leadership 
Studies, how convinced are you that leadership can be taught in an academic 
environment?,” students commented that, while leadership development is not a program 
objective, they gained skills and changes in ways to think about leadership challenges, 
and these skills and changes changed their way of thinking about leadership. Without 
exception, all reported that they were better leaders as a by-product of the program. One 
student stated, “There is no way you can develop a clear sense of your own ethics unless 
you are faced with discussion where you have to explore your own beliefs.” Question 14, 
“Are you a more effective leader because of the Jepson program? If so, how or why?,” 
received 100% affirmation and pointed to gains in skills, changing perspectives, and 
leadership capacity because of the Jepson program.  
Question 10, “In what capacity do you intend to serve the common good as a 
result of your exposure to the program’s leadership principles, learning objectives, and 
mission?,” received nonspecific responses from 70% of students from the senior 
interview. While comments to the “common good” were enthusiastic, lack of specificity 
could be interpreted in several ways, and was beyond the parameters of this research. 
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Intuitively, most seniors who participated in the interviews were actively engaged in job 
searches and this may have influenced their answer.   
Alumni responses to Question 2, “How have your views of leadership changed 
since graduation from Jepson and entrance into the work force?,” when contrasted with 
seniors, yielded many similar comments on the benefits of the education (i.e., critical 
thinking, ethics) and some distinctly different comments based on “real-world” 
experiences. These comments fell into several themes and included the complexity of 
leadership in the marketplace, nuances of leadership, and leadership issues vis-à-vis 
employees.    
From the senior interview, a NVIVO word frequency search of the theme “How 
leadership changes over time” resulted in the word leadership being returned as the 
heavily weighted percentage at 5.83%, followed by the word think at 3.94% and learned 
at 2.50%. This analysis indicated that seniors’ views of leadership changed and that the 
change was due to influence of the Jepson program.  
Results for Research Question 4 
Research Question 4 follows: Which program components of leadership studies 
(curriculum, practicum, or pedagogy) contributed most to educational outcomes? How 
can the program be improved? The PPAS questions on the topic of program components 
scored curriculum and faculty engagement-related questions as among the highest means. 
As an example, “I have a better understanding of leadership theory” scored highest of all 
17 PPAS questions with a mean of 3.86. However, the PPAS lacked the depth and 
specificity to definitively address all aspects of Research Question 4. 
To gain better fidelity, Research Question 4 used the senior interview instrument 
(see Appendix L), the alumni interview (see Appendix M), and faculty-administrator 
140 
 
interviews. Analysis of Research Question 4 used a manual constant comparative 
methodology, as well as NVivo word frequency and word query analysis, followed by 
multiple iterations of categorizing results into nodes and themes. Questions 4, 6, 13, 15, 
and 16 from the senior interview addressed the first question in Research Question 4 
regarding program strength components. Analysis of Questions 5, 7, 8, and 15 from the 
senior interview addressed the issue of program improvement. Interview questions were 
redundant by design to triangulate analysis and to confirm student responses and look for 
contradictions. 
Question 4 of the senior interview asked, “What aspect of the program did you 
enjoy the most?” Of 11 coded responses in NVivo, 45% commented on the positive 
engagement from the faculty, 27% on the curriculum, 18% on the educational 
environment, and 9% on the service learning or experiential opportunities. Student 
comments on the faculty used similar laudatory phrases. Words, such as passionate, 
challenging, and helpful resonated in the constant-comparative analysis. With NVivo, the 
word professors had the highest weighted percentage at 4.55 and analysis points toward 
faculty engagement as the cause. Of note, the word personal placed fourth with a 
weighted percentage of 2.77 and supports comments from seniors that faculty 
engagement was a strength of the program. 
Question 6 asked, “Which program learning objective do you think was best 
accomplished and why?,” and presented a list of educational outcomes from 2009 to 
2013. Of the 19 referenced comments coded in NVivo, using constant comparative 
analysis, curriculum returned the highest frequency at 50% of comments, followed by 
application at 30% of comments, and faculty 11%. NVivo word frequency returned the 
word leadership with the highest rated percentage at 3.81%, followed by thinking at 3.11, 
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and different at 2.42.  
Question 13 asked, “Of the core courses in the Jepson program, which do you 
think was most effective and why?” Of the 17 referenced comments coded in NVivo, 
50% referenced curriculum, 23% referenced application, 16% referenced faculty, and 5% 
referenced pedagogy. NVivo word frequency query returned the word leadership as the 
highest weighted percentage at 6.32, followed by the word models at 3.16, and the word 
class at 2.63.  
Question 15 asked, “What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Jepson 
program?” Of the 32 referenced comments on strengths, 43% referred to curriculum, 
25% referred to application to service learning, 21% referred to pedagogy, and 6% 
referred to faculty. NVivo word frequency returned students at a 3.53 weighted 
percentage, followed by the word Jepson at 2.75, and the word work at 2.35. 
Question 16 asked, “What is the most beneficial part of the program in building 
your leadership capacity?” Of the 30 referenced comments coded in NVivo on the most 
beneficial part of the program, 30% of students referred to curriculum, 30% referred to 
application or experiential opportunities, 23% referenced classroom pedagogy, and 13% 
referenced the role of faculty. The highest NVivo word frequency count returned the 
words internship, learning, and professors at 2.04 weighted percentage. Word tree 
analysis returned the words interaction, professors, experiential, and electives as most 
frequently occurring under the category of beneficial.   
In summary, evaluation of these five senior interview questions resulted in the 
finding that curriculum, experiential learning, faculty engagement, and pedagogy 
(specifically classroom discussions, applications, community among students, quality of 
students), in order, were seen by students as contributing most to educational outcomes. 
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Comments from faculty and administrator interviews correlated student responses, with 
pedagogy, cohort effect, course sequencing, and experiential opportunities being the core 
of the instructional approach and learning environment.  
Alumni responses to the strengths and improvement dimensions of the question 
were insightful. Alumni responses to Question 2, “What is your perspective on the 
education you received from the Jepson School of Leadership Studies, and what, if any, 
did this education contribute to your experience in the work force?,” were analyzed to 
compare and contrast comments on the components of the Jepson program with those of 
seniors.  
Of 33 reference-coded alumni comments on Jepson academic programming, 42% 
were categorized in reference to curriculum, 24% were grouped under pedagogy, and 
21% referred to the ability to apply their education in the workplace. NVivo word 
frequency returned Jepson at 4.64 weighted percentage, personal at 3.93 weighted 
percentage, and change at 3.46 weighted percentage, indicating the impact of the 
education was effective and utilitarian. 
“How can the program be improved?” is the second part of Research Question 4. 
Analysis of Questions 5, 7, 8, and 15 from senior interviews, and Question 3 from the 
alumni interview provided some insight. Constant-comparative analysis was used in 
conjunction with NVivo word frequency searches. 
Question 5 of the senior interview asked, “What aspect of the program do you 
enjoy the least?” Student responses fell into two broad categories: curriculum and faculty. 
Of 15 coded responses, 66% referenced curriculum. In this category, comments dealt 
with confusion over the relevance of content-associated Leadership 101, Leadership and 
the Humanities; the lack of consistency or conflicting information between classes of 
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similar content; or lack of standardization between courses that taught similar content. 
The second category, faculty, reflected student comments on high turnover rates among 
faculty, or students reflecting that they should have taken more of a variety of professors, 
rather than sticking with a set group. NVivo word frequency returned professors at a 
weighted percentage of 4.17 and classes at a percentage of 2.78, affirming student 
responses to this question. This may appear to contradict some general comments, which 
stated the faculty and curriculum were the core strengths of the program. However, when 
the comments are dissected in detail, the negative comments are specific to elements 
inside these two broad categories. 
Question 7 asked, “What program learning objectives (an attached list of Jepson 
learning objectives was presented) do you think were least accomplished and why?” Of 
14 coded references, 42% reported that Learning Outcome A, “Students will demonstrate 
an understanding of the role of ethical thinking in leadership and personal contexts, 
particularly the relationship between morality and self-interest,” as least accomplished. 
Students gave reasons, such as lack of a clear or “right” answer to ethical dilemmas 
presented in class leading to confusion on the right answer. Learning Objective D, 
“Students will demonstrate their understanding of and proficiency with research 
methods,” received 27% of coded references, with comments from students concerning 
the need for more technical skills and research courses, which can be applied in the 
modern economy being a common theme. Word frequency searches returned research 
and think with a weighted percentage of 3.37, followed by apply at 2.40.  
Question 8 asked, “What would you change about the program to make it more 
effective.” A constant-comparative analysis resulted in diverse answers with little 
thematic content. Only 20% commented on one area of agreement−the need for more 
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technical and research skills in the curriculum that can be applied to the workplace. 
Comments included the need for a research application class. Other comments ranged 
from not changing anything, to standardizing class content more, to reducing the amount 
of faculty turnover. NVivo word frequency returned the words classes, research, and 
skills, as words with the highest weighted percentage at 3.09.  
Question 15 asked, “What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Jepson 
program?” The “strengths” portion of this question was analyzed in the first part of 
Research Question 4, therefore only the “weaknesses” part of the question was addressed 
in this section of the analysis. The 11 coded references in NVivo fell into two categories 
of weaknesses: faculty and curriculum. For faculty, 45% of comments stated a need for 
better standardization having some classes better taught or a need for a few faculty to 
teach within the Jepson model. Another 45% of comments reflected a need for technical, 
research courses, or more applied opportunities in the curriculum. Word frequency 
responses reported students, Jepson, and work as the most heavily weighted percentages 
at 3.53, 2.75, and 2.35, respectively.   
Overall themes to Research Question 4 indicated a high degree of satisfaction 
with program outcomes and the academic programming. Curriculum scored highest in 
positive attributes of all educational components in student responses. From student 
comments, areas for improvement included improving parts of the ethics curriculum; 
standardizing instruction, including a technical or research component to the curriculum; 
improving quality of instruction for a percentage of the faculty; and reducing faculty 
turnover.  
Alumni responses were compared to student responses to Research Question 4. 
Question 3 of the alumni interview asked, “What, if any, changes would you recommend 
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to the Jepson curriculum and pedagogy?” Approximately 60% of the comments 
recommended the curriculum adapt more of a business focus, 10% recommended 
strengthening writing skills, and 10% recommended more time in the curriculum for self-
reflection. One did not have recommendations. 
Faculty and key administrator interview responses focused on the Jepson 
pedagogy, philosophical underpinnings of the liberal arts model, and structural aspects of 
the curriculum. In emphasizing the pedagogy, Jepson uses a cohort model, with small-
group discussions using Socratic techniques, coupled with applied sessions. From the 
comments, the experiential learning component has grown in the curriculum, along with 
the community-based and service learning components. There was some consistency in 
comments on improving structural aspects, adapting the curriculum more to international 
leadership contexts, and some recognition that depth was an important consideration in 
programming.    
Chapter Summary 
This chapter captured quantitative and qualitative data from six instruments and 
integrated the results using a mixed-methods model in order to address the four research 
questions within the study. Both categories of data were weighed equally, and both were 
necessary to explain such a complexity of studying leadership in a liberal arts model. The 
researcher’s objective was to use the qualitative data to explain and augment quantitative 
findings. Constant comparative analysis was used alongside NVivo qualitative software 
to discern similarities and differences in data sets. 
Major themes within the data follow. First, the Leadership Studies program at the 
Jepson School of Leadership Studies is effective, meaning that, while not a formal 
educational outcome, the curriculum, pedagogy, and educational environment, resulted in 
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changes in leadership identity and capacity; second, while students harbored some 
reservations about the value of the degree, responses by alumni underscored that the 
Jepson education was invaluable to their employment; third, from the viewpoint of 
graduating seniors, the program model has few deficiencies in academic programming; 
fourth, curriculum and faculty engagement are the main strengths of the program; and 
program satisfaction was consistently high among graduating seniors. 
Stentz et al. (2012) contended that mixed methods is the most suitable approach to 
study leadership programs in order to capture the program context and many layers of 
complexity that define the phenomenon. A deeper discussion on using mixed methods to 
conduct research on leadership and interpreting the results of this study is the focus of 
chapter 5.   
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
The purpose of this dissertation was to evaluate the effects of the academic 
programming on student leadership identity at the Jepson School of Leadership Studies, 
University of Richmond. The researcher sought to address the central question of whether 
the Jepson program caused any changes in student leadership behaviors, attitudes, or 
knowledge. In a broader sense, this project sought to address the utility of programs, such 
as the Jepson School of Leadership Studies. Specifically, do these programs, which are 
often viewed as “soft” by elements of the academy, merit serious consideration as an 
undergraduate academic program? In the literature, the utility of studying leadership as 
an academic endeavor has been an unsettled question in academia since leadership 
programs of all types were introduced into higher education, and have become more 
scrutinized with the introduction of degree programs in 1992. In a larger sense, because 
most degree leadership studies programs draw on the liberal arts, it brings into view the 
additional question of value of studying liberal arts in the modern economy. Liberal arts 
programs are, according to some, declining in higher education in favor of teaching 
disciplines, which offer hard marketable skills, especially those related to technology 
(Brooks, 2013; Wilson, 2013). 
A multitude of mixed-methods instruments allowed the researcher to analyze and 
triangulate data, develop interpretations and conclusions on the results, and, ultimately, 
evaluate the program within the context of the research design. The research data allowed 
the researcher to conclude the Jepson program was effective in that it provided graduates 
with leadership skills and knowledge, through broadening their understanding of the 
leadership phenomena. In effect, this leadership studies program teaches students to think 
in context, to problem solve effectively, and to be an agent for change. The conclusion 
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that the Jepson School Leadership Studies program was effective was indeed supported 
by the data. Effectiveness within the context of this study means that the academic 
programming associated with the Jepson School brought about the desired result. 
Research Context 
The Jepson School is a renowned program, recognized for its educational quality, 
world-class faculty, and liberal arts, seven-discipline, approach to studying leadership. It 
was the first institution of higher education to award a degree for Leadership Studies in 
1992, and is viewed as a marquee program by the leadership education community for its 
trail blazing in the field. This research project had significance for the leadership 
education community due to the lack of research on the effectiveness of academic-based 
leadership studies programs and the use of mixed-methods research in addressing the 
questions associated with this project. This research also has significance for the Jepson 
School of Leadership Studies, because a project of this size and scope has never been 
attempted before at the school. The researcher is thankful and deeply appreciative of the 
support and assistance from the Jepson staff.  
With respect to the first point of significance indicated in the literature review, 
there is a paucity of literature on research concerning the effectiveness of leadership 
studies programs, despite the proliferation of leadership programs. The ILA web site lists 
1,500 colleges or universities, which offer programs in leadership. Of this number, 49 
offer degrees (majors or minors) in Leadership Studies. Since the explosion in leadership 
programs in higher education beginning in the early 1990s, however, there has been little 
research which substantiates their effectiveness. For programs which offer degrees, the 
literature review revealed that two research documents on effectiveness, both 
dissertations, were conducted on leadership studies programs that were similar to the 
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Jepson program. One (Brungardt, 1997) analyzed the leadership studies program at Ft. 
Hays State University; the second analyzed the leadership studies minor at Kansas State 
University (Funk, 2005). All had a similar purpose to this project: to find best practices in 
teaching leadership and to see if programs produced changes in students. While the 
context of the research was similar, this project differed from the others by adding alumni 
interviews, using constant comparative analysis methodology, and analyzing word 
frequency using NVivo word analysis software. This research extends and adds to the 
small body of knowledge on the topic and, hopefully, will educate stakeholders in the 
benefits and challenges of the academic study of leadership.   
Equally important as an outcome of this research was whether the studying of 
leadership is a viable academic and intellectual endeavor. Many critics of leadership 
programs in the academy view the studying of leadership as lacking in credibility as an 
academic pursuit (Riggio, 2011). Part of the reasoning for this view is best stated by 
Riggio (2011), who stated that critics view the study of leadership as not rigorous, too 
abstract, and too complex. While critics rarely pointed to any references for their opinion 
other than a philosophical stance, this research study included reports, facts, data, and 
analysis on the value of a specific leadership studies program. Through the results of this 
study, the researcher hoped to contribute to the debate on the value of leadership studies 
as a major and to raise the issue of effectiveness as something to be more fully 
developed. 
In chapter 2, Literature Review, mixed-methods research was reported to be 
gaining momentum as a methodology for investigating complex phenomena, such as 
leadership. It is this researcher’s hope that this study contributes to the literature of 
mixed-methods research as a viable methodology, which is effective for researching 
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leadership topics. While currently accounting for a little over 10% of research projects, 
the use of mixed methods will grow and be considered as a credible and viable 
methodology if it produces deeper and richer results on complex phenomena than 
analysis by one method alone (Stentz et al., 2012).  
With respect to the Jepson context, while institutional outcomes for the Jepson 
program are not formally linked to leadership development or training outcomes, students 
come into such programs, as indicated by participants’ responses to the senior interview, 
to obtain something tangible for employment, such as work skills or knowledge. The 
Jepson program (Jepson School of Leadership Studies, 2013) in return offers 
programming, which reflects more effective leadership:  
Students look at leadership as it was, as it is and as it should be. Courses 
challenge students to think critically, communicate effectively and anticipate 
change. In today’s increasingly complex and pluralistic world, citizens must have 
the knowledge and imagination to anticipate, adapt to and drive change. Modern 
democracy requires people who can think critically, reason ethically and 
participate effectively in determining their future path and policy. Successful 
organizations must be populated by people who understand group processes and 
how to guide them while maintaining the proper respect for all participants.  
 
Implicit in the Jepson mission is developing effective leadership in accordance 
with their learning model. The curriculum and pedagogy are structured for the purpose of 
developing leadership behaviors, thinking, and styles. Ciulla (2011) stated, “The Jepson 
School develops people who understand the moral responsibilities of leadership and who 
are prepared to exercise leadership in service to society” (p. 25).   
Summary of Findings 
The results from this mixed-methods research had several components, which 
made synthesis of data very complex and demanding. The data collection process 
consisted of two quantitative and four qualitative instruments. Student participation rates 
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in the study were high. Some 56% of seniors and 28% of sophomores participated in the 
quantitative vehicles; another 20% of seniors participated in the interview. The faculty 
and alumni interviews provided perspective on the philosophical construct of the program 
and the utility of the education once in the workforce. The senior internship portfolio 
reviewed 10 portfolios and provided evidence of student learning in the Jepson theory-to-
practice model.  
The quantitative data, specifically the LPI-S, included a report that seniors 
showed changes in leadership behaviors and attitudes from their sophomore to senior 
year. The senior PPAS indicated high satisfaction with the Jepson program and the 
learning model, and showed evidence of the effectiveness of the pedagogy and 
curriculum. Elements of the pedagogy were identified as strengths and others as relative 
weaknesses. 
Qualitative data provided through senior interviews provided context and 
granularity on program strengths and weaknesses. In general, there was a consensus 
among seniors that the leadership studies program was meaningful, effective, and made 
them a better person. Participants pointed to a range of benefits from studying leadership 
in the Jepson model, and most believed they were more effective leaders as a result of 
their 3-year program. The data triangulation and interpretation indicated that it was the 
Jepson academic programming (i.e., pedagogy, instruction, and curriculum) that enabled 
the students’ changes in leadership behaviors and attitudes). There was mixed 
interpretation among seniors that the outcomes of their education would be valued by 
employers. 
Interpretation of Findings 
The title of this research, Evaluating the Effectiveness of a Leadership Studies 
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Program, was selected to emphasize the judgmental aspects of evaluating the evidence 
contained in the data. Evaluation is defined, according to Mish (2008), as “to determine 
the significance, worth, or condition of by careful appraisal and study” (p. 433). The 
evaluation of effectiveness, therefore, was dependent on the data, as well as the 
researcher’s method, experience, and belief system to judge the evidence. Assumptions 
are key elements of a researcher’s belief system, which may affect the interpretation of 
data. The researcher’s assumptions about the program and research are integral parts of 
this project and important to the research study’s discussions. 
There were two key assumptions in the research. In Chapter 2, the Jepson 
School’s purpose was the academic study of leadership using a liberal arts model, not 
leadership development or leadership education, as these terms are purely defined in the 
literature. The key assumption on the researcher’s part though, was that leadership 
development is implied in the mission statement of the Jepson School and is a desired 
end state, even if not a formal educational outcome. The researcher’s review of the 
academic programming and interviews with key faculty and administrators supported the 
conclusion that, while not formally stated, modification of behaviors and attitudes, within 
the context of the Jepson mission, is a desired by-product of achieving the education 
outcomes, even if not formally stated as such. An inevitable outcome of teaching ethics 
and responsible models of leadership was to have some desired effect on leadership 
skills, knowledge, and behaviors, which was implied while not explicitly specified. This 
was an important assumption because the research focus was on effectiveness, and the 
design supports selecting instruments, such as the LPI-S, that provide metrics related to 
effectiveness.  
The second assumption was the belief that the Kouzes and Posner LPI-S and the 
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PPAS were representative and valid instruments for collecting and analyzing behaviors 
and attitude. These instruments had an established precedent in other studies, and have a 
high validity for reporting accurate and dependable results. However, leadership studies 
programs are context driven; the two previous studies, which used the same instruments, 
had a different learning model or context than Jepson’s. Adding to the complexity of this 
assumption, the programming models (academic minors versus majors, number of credit 
hours, difference in curriculum, differences in educational philosophy, programming 
differences) also had different educational outcomes.  
The question, in the researcher’s mind, was, in reference to the quantitative 
instruments, “Does one size fit all?” No other effectiveness instruments have been 
developed, which offer more accuracy, and while both are adaptable, they are not tailored 
specifically to the Jepson context. While the researcher did not believe this affected the 
validity and reliability of the results, it did raise an issue for the leadership education 
community to develop more accurate, updated, context-driven instruments for evaluating 
effectiveness.  
Senior or alumni participants in the study (29 for quantitative, 10 for interviews, 
and five for alumni) reported that the Jepson program was effective and there was a high 
degree of satisfaction with the academic programming. Seniors reported gains in 
leadership capacity and skills, and showed changes in leadership behaviors from 23 
sophomores. Students attributed their personal growth to four factors: a positive and 
supportive learning environment; the passion, attitudes, and engagement of the faculty; 
the sense of community among students and faculty at Jepson; and the course content, 
including experiential applications. Students noted specific courses as noteworthy, 
including the Theory and Models of Leadership, Justice in Civil Society, and their 
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internship. Additionally, students mentioned the ubiquitous ethics theme in every class 
and mentioned that ethics considerations in leadership became an ingrained part of their 
decision making and problem solving as a result. Expectations were met or exceeded for 
the program as reported by seniors.  
Students felt that improvements could be made at Jepson by providing more 
technical skills courses, providing more research courses, standardizing course content, 
and combining current events with historical case studies in the gateway courses. 
Students mentioned that more discussion was needed on clarifying some topics in core 
classes, which appeared to the students to have no right or wrong answer. Stabilizing 
faculty turnovers was another area of concern. Students appeared eager to enter the 
workforce and confident in their preparation through the Jepson program; however, the 
topic of having a “tangible” work skill to offer an employer, was a theme of concern in 
many interview comments.  
Alumni interviews confirmed the workplace effectiveness of the Jepson 
education, especially with “soft” skills. These skills are those normally associated with 
teamwork, reflecting attributes, such as adaptability, coordination, decision making, 
interpersonal relations, communication, and leadership (Brungardt, 2011).  
Students felt their leadership and interpersonal skills had improved, specifically 
their critical-thinking and decision-making skills, being more aware of their strengths and 
weaknesses, improving their written and oral communications, as improving in skills 
necessary to work in teams, being more informed about the leadership in contexts, and 
being more aware of the importance to followers. In general, interview results paralleled 
the PPAS responses, reflecting high satisfaction with the program, especially the 
curriculum.  
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Contextual Implications of Findings  
The promise of leadership education programs of all types includes the notion 
that leadership can be taught and soft-skills learned. This promise, in turn, has led to a 
proliferation of various types of leadership education ranging from academically based 
programs to training and development programs (Brungardt et al., 2006). How do these 
results integrate with the literature, the theory of teaching leadership, and conceptual 
frameworks for leadership studies? The evidence of the effectiveness of teaching 
leadership in any form was scant, but, from what existed, reported gains in leadership 
capacity, much like this study, based on evaluation studies instead of experimental ones 
Brungardt, 1997; Funk 2005).   
Outcomes assessment in leadership education continues to be a challenge, in part 
due to constructing meaning assessment vehicles, which accurately capture educational 
outcomes in a meaningful way (Rosch & Schwartz, 2009). Tashakkori and Teddlie 
(1998) stated that the main issues of measurement in research are validity and reliability. 
Part of the difficulty in capturing outcomes effectiveness in leadership education 
programs lies in the complexity, multilayer, and broad nature of the leadership 
phenomena−there are simply many ways to get at studying leadership−and the construct 
is difficult to isolate in multidisciplinary approaches (Grove et al., 2005). This researcher 
concurred with this perspective; capturing data that adequately makes meaning by linking 
causal factors to programming outcomes is difficult. This was adroitly stated by a student 
during a senior interview, “Weaknesses, the only weakness is describing what the Jepson 
program is, I guess. They work with you on that, but it is a hard thing to explain. It is a 
great thing, but hard to explain.”   
In addressing validity concerns on measurement, one method to determine the 
156 
 
validity of measurement is through the collection of empirical data from research that 
used similar instruments (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). This is called empirical 
validation and, according to Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998), to be valid, results should be 
consistent with the results of similar constructs. The results from this project converged 
and were consistent with previous research on leadership program effectiveness at Ft. 
Hays State and Kansas State Universities using the same self-reporting instruments. The 
researcher did not find more than two effectiveness studies, and none within the last 8 
years. While these were the only dissertations or studies within the last 2 decades on 
academically based leadership studies programs, which are outcomes based, and the 
academic programming and objectives differ, both reported gains in leadership capacity 
similar to this research. These studies, while few in number, have complementary results 
that show the same trajectory−there was a change in leadership behaviors and growth in 
capacity as a result of leadership education (Brungardt, 1997, 2011; Funk, 2005).  
The second condition of validity concerned the degree of divergence with 
unrelated constructs. Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) wrote that the second element of 
empirical validation, divergent validity, referred to the results of a “measurement of a 
construct being unrelated to the measurement of unrelated constructs” (p. 82). These 
complementary studies were countered in the literature by opinions that showed 
leadership development is primarily due to maturation and experience and less to 
education (DiPaolo, 2008). This research dealt with the construct of leadership studies, 
and the operational definition included the framework of liberal arts, ethics centric model. 
There was no relationship, between this study and similar research conducted under the 
guise of broader categories, such as leadership development, leadership training, or 
leadership education. Those terms defined in chapter 2 can apply to a host of programs 
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that are context specific. There was no relationship between the results from this study 
and from research which may emerge from those categories. Divergence criteria in this 
case were satisfied.  
Triangulation and consistency of results among three similar studies allowed this 
researcher to conclude that the results were reliable and valid. The research methods with 
this project were consistent with the Brungardt and Funk studies in terms of mixed-
methods approach and survey instruments (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 2005). All used the 
same LPI-S and PPAS self-reporting surveys and senior interview. This research differed 
in method by offering key administrator interviews with Dean Sandra J. Peart, PhD, 
Associate Dean of Academics, Terry L. Price, PhD; and the program architect, Joanna B. 
Ciulla, PhD. It also differed by including alumni responses and using the Jepson rubric in 
conjunction with learning outcomes to assess portfolios. The core assessment 
instruments, such as the LPI-S, PPAS, and student interview protocols, were similar, or 
the same, to previous research. 
It was the researcher’s assessment that this research extended research related to 
the topic of academically based leadership programs being effective in developing 
leadership capacity. Specifically, it investigated whether the academic programming at 
the Jepson School was effective in changing students’ leadership attitudes, behaviors, and 
knowledge, and whether, from the students’ perceptions, pedagogy, faculty, or 
curriculum elements were responsible. 
Limitations of the Study  
According to the University of Southern California (2013), a limitation refers to 
“those characteristics of design or methodology that impacted or influenced the 
application or interpretation of the results of a study.” Limitations are factors related to 
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the research, which fall outside the control of the researcher. There were four areas in this 
project, which fall into this category. 
The literature on portfolio analysis is growing and becoming more diverse and 
integrated into research. At the time this project was researched, however, there was little 
literature on integrating portfolio analysis in a mixed-methods project. Indeed, some of 
the literature offered opposing views on the extent and makeup of a meaningful portfolio 
analysis, while stressing their importance to qualitative research (Goertzen, 2009; Ziegler 
& Montplaisir, 2012). With little guidance in the literature on how to analyze portfolios 
within a mixed-methods context, the researcher relied on a standardized rubric from the 
Jepson School and a self-constructed assessment vehicle based on the literature. Both 
were suitable in the researcher’s opinion. The Jepson rubric had ample precedent because 
it was used in the Jepson School institutional effectiveness mission; the researcher’s 
constructed assessment vehicle was based on the literature review and was designed with 
learning outcomes as benchmarks for portfolio assessment.  
Second, the Jepson portfolio consisted of products conducted during the summer 
of the junior year, the internship, so the analysis was limited to the scrutiny of this one 
event. Evidence of theory to practice and application was discernible within the portfolio, 
but little evidence of transforming behavior or attitudes was possible because the 
portfolio was not longitudinal. The researcher believed this had little effect on the results 
or findings, as sufficient qualitative evidence was collected from the other data collection 
instruments. The Jepson portfolio added to the weight of the evidence, but was limited 
within the research design. 
Generalizing results from this study to other institutions that teach a major in 
leadership studies may be limited, in that the Jepson model is unique in its conceptual 
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design, seven-discipline approach, and pedagogy. The literature on leadership studies 
program effectiveness was limited as well, and there was no integration of literature from 
other research on what constitutes standards and how to define effectiveness in a 
leadership studies context. The Dean of the Jepson School stated that the topic of 
leadership itself is so broad and complex that studying it effectively can come from many 
different perspectives. While this researcher agreed with that view, some members of the 
community have suggested a common curriculum and structured approach to developing 
leadership studies curriculum (Brungardt, 2011; Brungardt et al., 2006). This researcher’s 
view is that may not be possible, but recognizes that the results of this study may only be 
of direct applicability to the Jepson School. The greatest utility of this study then is to the 
Jepson School and to members of the leadership education community who are looking 
for ways to evaluate their program. 
Was the qualitative sample size with alumni adequate to support findings and 
address reliability and validity concerns? Unlike quantitative sampling, qualitative 
sample size is generally much smaller than quantitative due to the context of the research, 
the differences in focus, and the amount of labor needed to interpret qualitative results 
(Creswell & Clark, 2007; Mason, 2010). According to Mason (2010), in the context of 
right-sizing qualitative samples, the “more data” approach associated with quantitative 
studies does not constitute more information in a qualitative study, because qualitative 
studies are concerning with making meaning and not hypothesis testing, thereby reduced 
sample sizes are appropriate. 
Further, the number of scholarly opinions on the minimum qualitative sample size 
is diverse and contentious. According to Mason (2010), qualitative research scholars have 
suggested the appropriate number of qualitative samples that should be sufficient should 
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correlate with the type of research being conducted. Mason gave Creswell as an example 
of one such scholar, stating the minimum sample size for grounded theory studies to be 
20 and for phenomenology studies to be 5. Both of these are qualitative categories. 
However, Mason continued that the qualitative research community has not reached a 
consensus and there was no empirical evidence to substantiate these sample numbers. 
Mason recommended that the concept of saturation, where the researcher keeps collecting 
data until nothing new is learned, should be the guiding principle in determining 
sufficient sample size in qualitative research. Nothing in the literature, that this researcher 
was able to discern, addresses qualitative sample size using a mixed-methods paradigm. 
Thus, sample size is very much left to the researcher’s judgment and the guiding 
principle of saturation. 
In collecting alumni data, this researcher used the minimum sample of 5. The 
purpose of the alumni interviews was to augment data for all four research questions as 
part of the triangulation design. Due to the logistics of conducting this research with the 
researcher lived and worked in Japan and the research site was at the University of 
Richmond, the researcher was unable to conduct a robust data collection in the alumni 
category. This qualitative category was not in the original research design and was only 
added when the Dean of Academics at Jepson suggested its inclusion in March 2013. The 
responses from the alumni interview added much substantive content to the research. 
Their comments added new angles, information, and perspectives that put this research in 
a new light. A recommendation of this study would be to investigate further research with 
alumni using a more robust sample size.  
Another key limitation was the limited amount of research literature, either 
current or past, to support the project. The shortfall was found in two camps: literature on 
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effectiveness and literature on the use of mixed methods for this type of research. With 
regard to the former, only four other documented effectiveness studies had surfaced at the 
time of this writing; two were dissertations (Funk, 2005). With regard to the latter, the 
literature was also scant on using mixed methods for researching leadership topics. In 
many ways, the methodology used in this project was new or modified. An example of 
where this came into play was the rubric for the portfolio analysis, which was derived 
from Jepson learning outcomes. 
The logistics of conducting this research at the University of Richmond while 
living in Japan were daunting and effectively reduced the amount of contact time 
between the researcher, participants, and study environment. The researcher was able to 
visit the Jepson School of Leadership Studies on two occasions, for 1 week during each 
occasion, to collect quantitative and qualitative data. While this amount of time was 
sufficient for collecting data for the research instruments, more time on the ground would 
have enabled the data collection to be more robust with a resulting increase in the depth 
of the project. 
Finally, the research topic investigates the efficacy of an undergraduate leadership 
education program. Leadership development involves a lifetime of experiences in real life 
and academic. Most leadership research focused on the adult stage of life, ignoring the 
many formative childhood events and experiences, which inevitably affect adult 
development; and, within the context of this research, their ability to grow into an 
effective leader (Murphy & Johnson, 2011). It was beyond the ability and scope of this 
research study to conduct a longitudinal approach, which factored childhood 
development experiences, vis-à-vis leadership development at an early age, into the 
results of this project. A cross-sectional approach to data collection was more pragmatic 
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and within the design of similar models (Brungardt, 1997; Funk, 2005).  
Summary of Research Questions  
Four research questions were used to guide this study:  
1. Do leadership studies programs alter or effect students’ attitudes, knowledge, or 
behaviors? If so, how do they change?  
2. How do students perceive the impact of leadership curricula towards career 
goals?  
3. Do student perceptions of leadership change over time?  
4. Which program components of leadership studies (curriculum, practicum, or 
pedagogy) contributed most to educational outcomes? How can the program be 
improved? 
Research Question 1. Do leadership studies programs alter or effect students’ 
attitudes, knowledge, or behaviors? If so, how do they change? It can be stated with 
reasonable assurance, that the Jepson Leadership Studies program did change students’ 
leadership identity. These changes, as reflected in the self-reporting instruments and in 
interview comments, recorded a change in leadership identity, and a growth in capacity 
from the sophomore to senior year. Alumni responses provided additional information, 
similar to senior interviews, to support this conclusion. Further, in assessing the 
magnitude of the results for one quantitative measure, the LPI-S; the findings were 
authoritatively significant, as the effect sizes ranged from “appreciative” on one scale, to 
“medium” and “large” on another. 
How did they change? The quantitative data included a suggestion that between 
the sophomore and senior years, seniors grew in all five of the leadership behavior 
categories within the Kouzes and Posner model. Interview comments reflected gains in 
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intellectual capacity (i.e., how to critically view and solve problems, gains in 
collaboration skills, gains in content knowledge, and gains through application and 
experiential education). On a second level, gains in confidence, self-esteem, and oral 
presentation ability are suggested by the data.  
Research Question 2. How do students perceive the impact of leadership 
curricula towards career goals? There were mixed results in addressing this question. 
Interview responses expressed both concern and optimism that majoring in leadership 
studies would result in skills sought by the workplace. As one interviewee stated, “I think 
my writing skills are great, my communication skills are great, my written skills are 
great, but as far as having something that students can offer to employers, having just 
strong communication skills isn’t enough.” Interview comments, in general, contained 
nothing, but praise for the Jepson program from students. Interviewees described in detail 
the countless attributes of the program and how the program had benefited them in terms 
of gaining intellectual growth and leadership skills. Most also felt confident that these 
skills would benefit the workplace and be an inducement for an employer to hire. Yet, 
there was an element of doubt expressed in most responses. The future benefits collection 
of questions from the PPAS was the lowest scoring category (M = 3.45, SD = .63) and 
Questions 9 and 15 from the student interview received unanimous responses that 
students wanted courses that would provide hard skills, or that students were unsure of 
how they would contribute to the common good after graduation. The data supported the 
suggestion that seniors were sanguine about job prospects and the Jepson curriculum 
would be an enabler in the workplace, yet there was some doubt that employers would 
value the degree. In contrast, alumni interviews were unanimous in their comments that 
the Jepson curriculum provided them an advantage in the workplace. 
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Research Question 3. Do student perceptions of leadership change over time? 
The LPI-S, PPAS, and senior interview data documented that students’ perceptions of 
leadership do change over time, and that these changes are manifested in modified 
behaviors and attitudes. The means for the Kouzes and Posner LPI-S were significantly 
higher in four of five behavioral categories, and seniors showed growth in a wider range 
of behaviors than sophomores. The PPAS results revealed that seniors’ highest mean 
scores were in the “program expectations being met” category of the questions (M = 3.73, 
SD = .48), followed by “content” (M = 3.67, SD = .51). Question 10 of the senior 
interview was unanimous in recording students’ views of leadership change over time to 
become more complex and nuanced. A response from one interviewee is a representative 
example:  
My definition of leadership has expanded throughout my participation in Jepson. 
In that I never considered things, such as invisible leadership, where there is no 
tangible leader, but there clearly there is a force driving people to work together. I 
am able to better articulate different forms of leadership I have seen at work, but 
could not clearly define at as being at play. 
 
Research Question 4. Which program components of leadership studies 
(curriculum, practicum, or pedagogy) contributed most to educational outcomes? How 
can the program be improved? Answers to this question are less clear and cannot be 
stated with full authority due to some contradictions in the data. The evidence was that 
curriculum, faculty engagement, and pedagogy played the most significant role in student 
educational outcomes. Six of the senior interview questions (Questions 6, 11, 12, 13, 14, 
13, and 16) identified curriculum and content as the leading attributes of the program; 
comments on three questions reflected the contribution of the faculty (Questions 4, 15, 
and 16). In word frequency analysis, the words curriculum, content, and instructors or 
professor emerged as main themes. Pedagogy was also noted as a strength with multiple 
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comments on the cohort model, the Jepson learning community, and the quality students 
who attend Jepson. With respect to the latter, students are screened and selected via a 
Jepson process during their sophomore year. One comment from an interviewee, which 
underscores this point, was stated,  
Jepson students as a whole, everyone is a team player. I find that in group projects 
and other disciplines, there are one or two students who are not carrying their 
weight. Jepson students learn to be proud and responsible for their own work. 
 
Other supporting evidence in the project, such as the PPAS, alumni responses, 
and faculty and administrator interviews validated this conclusion. The PPAS included a 
report for “content” (M = 3.67, SD = .51) and “faculty engagement” (M = 3.62, SD = .55) 
question responses had the second and third highest categorical means behind “program 
expectations.” Jepson Administrators Terry L. Price, PhD and Joanna B. Ciulla. PhD, 
stated that the core pedagogy of Socratic, small-group discussions, coupled with the 
cohort design and experiential opportunities, were the core design in the Jepson program. 
Alumni comments on curriculum topped other categories in word frequency returns. 
Comments related to improving the program most commonly were related to 
curriculum and faculty. For the former, comments referred almost exclusively to the lack 
of a tangible technical skill emerging from the curriculum. The research methods 
outcome was rated as least accomplished by seniors, as an example. On the latter, while 
faculty engagement was reported as a strength, and faculty received positive comments in 
many areas, comments emerged on the uneven instructional standards in some courses, 
and on the teaching quality of some faculty.  
In assessing the magnitude of this finding, the evidence appeared to be 
contradictory, given the amount of positive comments on the faculty from the senior 
interviews conducted, and the high marks given the faculty category on the PPAS. More 
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research is needed on the dimensions of this question to provide a more authoritative 
answer.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
There is a need to conduct alumni research relative to the effectiveness of 
leadership education. The research could be a single event or longitudinal, but it would be 
an expansion on the preliminary research in this project, which used a minimal amount of 
alumni responses as part of its triangulation effort. The researcher did an extensive 
literature review, but did not uncover any projects of a similar nature on the effectiveness 
of leadership studies using alumni interviews. Such a project, using ample sample size, 
would shore up the sample size issues (n = 5) with alumni in this study, and provide 
complementary information on the academic programming, which is at the heart of the 
research questions. It is recommended that research in this area be a qualitative study, 
exploring such issues as soft-skill development, the effectiveness of the Jepson education, 
and recommendations for improvement.  
For the leadership education researchers, the researcher recommends conducting a 
mixed-methods evaluation on a leadership studies program using a different, qualitative-
methods-first, research design. The three (including this one) dissertation projects used a 
triangulation design, converging pattern, qualitative explaining quantitative sequence. It 
is recommended that the exploratory design, with its emphasis on qualitative analysis 
first followed by quantitative design, would provide better fidelity on variables, as well as 
aid in the development of more precise quantitative instruments (Creswell & Plano Clark, 
2007). There are several aspects to this recommendation, including the development of 
appropriate quantitative instruments to measure leadership studies programs, and the 
emphasis on qualitative methods as the primary means to deal with the study of such a 
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complex and personal subject matter, such as leadership. 
The quantitative instruments, the LPI-S, and PPAS, are adequate, represent direct 
evidence of learning, have excellent validity, and are time-tested instruments. They also 
reflect general assessment vehicles, which can be applied to leadership studies or any 
leadership education program, as opposed to a contextual instrument based on the 
program under study, such as the Jepson seven-discipline, liberal arts model. Leadership, 
with its social context and relational dimensions, is better served by having research 
instruments that are purposely designed for the program under study. This researcher 
believed results would be more accurately captured by listening and observing first 
through the qualitative process, then constructing quantitative instruments that reflect 
more of the context of the Jepson program. As an example, the conceptual and 
philosophical underpinnings of the program are unique, and these, ultimately, play out in 
the academic programming. These could be used to design quantitative and qualitative 
instruments that are more suited for a certain program context. Not all programs have the 
same framework and end state, although there may be common elements. Ciulla (2011) 
from Jepson stated this difference is as follows: 
We hoped that the difference between our students and students in a regular 
liberal arts program would be that our students not only feel responsible for the 
world around them, but they have explicitly learned from the liberal arts how 
leaders influence and work with others. (p. 25) 
 
In other words, context remains king in leadership studies, and that applies to a research 
design on a particular institution as well. To make further research more effective and 
meaningful, further development of quantitative instruments is recommended. 
Recommendations for the Jepson School of Leadership Studies  
The Jepson program is a model program and, in many respects, provides a high 
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standard which educators of leadership studies programs hope to replicate. The 
recommendations that follow are suggestions the researcher believes would strengthen 
the program and perhaps provide greater visibility on the value of a leadership studies 
degree. 
The analysis concluded graduates were less confident about the value of the 
degree. The results of the interviews especially hit hard in the area of the utility of the 
education. The recommendation from alumni to introduce an alumni forum to the school 
should be reviewed. This forum would have two purposes: first, provide feedback to 
students on workplace experiences of graduates and the application of the Jepson 
education in the workplace; and, second, provide a means for Jepson to leverage the 
usefulness of the Jepson education, and provide a feedback loop on theory to practice. 
The 2013 alumni interview recommendation stated, 
My only recommendation to pedagogy is to include perhaps in consultation with 
or directly through the Jepson Alumni Corps, a cohesive set of seminars, 
discussions, workshops, and externships that allow Jepson students to 
simultaneously (a) learn about real-world workplace structures and dynamics,  
(b) share what they learn in Jepson with alumni and others removed from the 
Jepson experience, and (c) develop joint studies and recommendations for how 
theories and models of leadership can be practically applied in a project, 
organization, community or any multiplayer situation. Stakeholder management 
and social innovation are specific concepts and trends worthy of engagement from 
Jepson. Stakeholder management is essential in any project.  
 
This is an excellent recommendation with potential benefits for the Jepson community.  
Comments from seniors and the results from quantitative instruments include 
suggestions of concern over the utility of the Leadership Studies degree. Contrasting 
alumni comments highlighted the benefits of the education in meeting workplace 
challenges and demonstrated how the degree could be applied in the workplace. Other 
comments from seniors indicated how difficult it was to explain leadership studies or to 
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apply it in the real world. Adopting this recommendation could possibly suit both ends. 
The analysis of the Jepson educational outcome, “Students will demonstrate their 
understanding of and proficiency with, research methods,” revealed issues. Of the 2009 
to 2013 educational outcomes, this one was rated lowest by students in interviews, and 
mentioned as a deficiency by them many times. Additional student comments indicated a 
desire to learn a technical skill or to learn additional research skills. Comments from staff 
regarding solidifying the end of the curriculum better also suggested that a review of 
student outcomes, and this one, in particular, may be warranted. Regardless the number 
and frequency of student comments highlighted this outcome as an area for further 
scrutiny and possible development. 
Chapter Summary 
The researcher was grateful for the opportunity to research this topic at the 
University of Richmond. The staff and administrators were extremely helpful and 
gracious, and their assistance was deeply appreciated. The research was a rare 
opportunity to learn and gain wisdom on a complex and enigmatic topic. The research 
resulted in significant gains in knowledge on mixed methods, leadership studies, and best 
practices. While these gains are significant, this research was inevitably, by its nature, 
incomplete.  
Leadership typically is studied by discipline (Riggio, 2011). Executing research 
on programs that study leadership through a multidisciplinary, sometimes 
interdisciplinary, liberal arts lens is a challenging endeavor due to the complexity of the 
programming, the small amount of literature on the topic and the relatively new use of 
mixed-methods methodology. This project showed the progress in the field of leadership 
research. Much more is needed to document benefits and identify best practices.   
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Leadership Practices Inventory-Self 
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Leadership Practices Inventory-Self - page 1  
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Leadership Practices Inventory-Self - page 2 
 
Note. Reprinted with written permission of Kouzes, J. M., & Posner, B. Z. (2003a). The leadership 
practices inventory (4th ed.). San Francisco, CA: Pfeiffer. 
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Appendix B 
Postprogram Attitude Survey 
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Postprogram Attitude Survey  
Purpose: The survey will assess participant’s attitudes toward the value of the Jepson 
program components.  
Scale: 4-point Likert-type scale. 1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
Instructions: Taking this instrument is voluntary. Please circle your response. 
1. I have a better understanding of leadership theory.   
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
2. I have enhanced my skills and abilities to perform as a leader. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
3. I have a better understanding of my individual leadership strengths and weaknesses.  
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
4. I have increased my commitment to serve the common good. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
5. I recognize the importance of making ethical decisions. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
6. I have improved my ability to work successfully as part of a group. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
7. I have improved my decision-making and problem-solving skills. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
8. I have improved my ability to express myself more clearly. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
9. I have developed a better appreciation for the diversity of individuals and their 
perspectives. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
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10. The content of this program has helped me understand the leadership process. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
11. The instructors presented the course material in an interesting and meaningful 
manner. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
12. The instructors were enthusiastic and receptive to their students’ expectations and 
needs. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
13. This program prepared me for future employment. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
14. This program brought about meaningful change in my personal life.  
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
15. My expectations of this program were met.  
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
16. I would recommend this program to others. 
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
17. Leadership Studies was a rewarding experience.  
1-strongly disagree; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-strongly agree 
18. I am a Leadership Studies (circle one):  
Major   Minor 
 
Note. Adapted from Brungardt, C. L. (1997). Evaluation of the outcomes of an academic collegiate 
leadership program (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Kansas State University, Manhattan. Written 
permission has been received from C. L. Brungardt. 
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Appendix C 
Senior Postprogram Interview Protocol  
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Student Postprogram Interview Protocol 
Question 1: How did you find out about the Jepson Leadership Studies program?  
Question 2: To what extent has the program met your expectations?  
Question 3: How did the program affect you personally?  
Question 4: What aspect of the program did you most enjoy? 
Question 5: What aspect of the program did you enjoy least? 
Question 6: Which program learning objective do you think was best accomplished and 
why (see below)? 
(a) Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of ethical thinking in 
leadership and personal contexts, particularly the relationship between 
morality and self-interest.  
(b) Students will demonstrate their capacity to apply theory, principles, concepts, 
and ideas in the field of leadership in a variety of settings. 
(c) Students will demonstrate enhanced proficiency in written communications 
over the course of their studies at Jepson. 
(d) Students will demonstrate their understanding of and proficiency with 
research methods. 
(e) Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of critical thinking and 
ethics in leadership and personal contexts. 
(f) Students will demonstrate personal, interpersonal, and cross-cultural 
understandings relevant to leadership and the role of ethics in leadership. 
(g) Students will be able to articulate their understanding of leadership and 
their growth as a student at the Jepson School.  
Question 7: Which program learning objective (see below) do you think was least 
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accomplished and why?  
(a) Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of ethical thinking in 
leadership and personal contexts, particularly the relationship between morality 
and self-interest.  
(b) Students will demonstrate their capacity to apply theory, principles, concepts, 
and ideas in the field of leadership in a variety of settings. 
 (c) Students will demonstrate enhanced proficiency in written 
communications over the course of their studies at Jepson. 
 (d) Students will demonstrate their understanding of and proficiency with 
research methods. 
(e) Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of critical thinking and 
ethics in leadership and personal contexts. 
(f) Students will demonstrate personal, interpersonal, and cross-cultural 
understandings relevant to leadership and the role of ethics in leadership. 
(g) Students will be able to articulate their understanding of leadership and their 
growth as a student at the Jepson School. 
Question 8: What would you change about the program to make it more effective?  
Question 9: In what capacity do you intend to serve the common good as a result of your 
exposure to the program’s leadership principles, learning objectives, and mission? 
Question 10: What is your definition of leadership and how, if any, has it changed as a 
result of your participation in the Jepson program? 
Question 11: The Jepson program is built on a Liberal Arts core which emphasizes ethics. 
How has this approach to leadership affected your leadership capacity? 
Question 12: After completing the requirements for a degree (major or minor) in 
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Leadership Studies, how convinced are you (definitely, probably, unsure, 
probably not, definitiely not) that leadership can be taught in an academic 
environment?  
Question 13: Of the required courses in the Jepson program (see below), which do you 
think was most influencial in building your leadership capacity, and why?  
LDST 101 Leadership and the Humanities 
LDST 102 Leadership and the Social Sciences 
LDST 205 Justice and Civil Society 
LDST 250 Critical Thinking and Methods of Inquiry 
LDST 300 Theories and Models of Leadership 
LDST 450 Leadership Ethics (Capstone) 
LDST 488 Internship     
Question 14: Are you a more effective leader because of the Jepson program? If so, how 
or why?  
Question 15: What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Jepson program?  
Question 16: What was the most beneficial part of the program in building your 
leadership capacity (curriculum, instruction, experiential education (i.e. 
internship, interaction with other students/faculty)?  
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Appendix D 
Alumni Interview Protocol 
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University of Richmond, Jepson School Alumni Interview Protocol 
 
1. How have your views on leadership changed since graduation from Jepson and 
entrance to the work force? 
2. What is your perspective on the education you received from the Jepson School of 
Leadership Studies, and what, if any, did this education contribute to your experience 
in the work force? 
3. What, if any, changes would you recommend to the Jepson curriculum and pedagogy? 
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Appendix E 
Administrator and Faculty Interview Protocol 
193 
 
Administrator and Faculty Interview Protocol  
Sandra J. Peart, PhD, Dean of Jepson School 
1. There has been an explosion in the growth of leadership studies programs in the last 
20 years, and the growth in student participation has been steadily rising. Since most 
academic disciplines are based on some degree of need driven by society, why do you 
think students are attracted to the Jepson program as a major or minor?  
2. In your view, what are the strengths and weaknesses of the Jepson program and 
where do you think the program needs to change in the future to remain relevant and 
utilitarian? Do you envision further growth in the leadership studies program and if 
so, in what direction?  
3. The academic programming of the Jepson model is founded on a study of leadership 
from the perspective of seven disciplines: economics, history, literature, philosophy, 
politics, psychology, and religion. Yet of the 38 colleges and universities that offer 
leadership studies as a degreed program, there is no consistent model or general 
theory that allows leadership studies academic programming in one institution to 
neatly translate to over to leadership studies in another institution. Do you think this 
inconsistency in academic programming inhibits leadership studies from being 
completely accepted as an academic field of study? Should there be more agreement 
on what constitutes core or essential elements of leadership for academically based 
programs?  
4. What are your perceptions about student leadership skills that contributed to your 
overall philosophy in leading the Jepson program?  
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Joanna B. Ciulla, PhD, Coston Family Chair  
1. What was the philosophical approach to designing this leadership studies program, 
and what were the influences that motivated this approach? How has your 
philosophical approach and concept of leadership changed since the initiation of the 
program at Jepson? What changes do you see in the program? 
2. You have stated that “it is the humanities that helps us to understand the context and 
values that shape a relationship of leaders to followers and the phenomenon of 
leadership itself.” Is the leadership studies program, seen through a humanities and 
liberal arts lens, the appropriate venue to teach ethical ideals and values?  
3. The Jepson program does not incorporate a preferred model of leadership theory, 
such as the social change model of leadership. Are there academic elements from 
other institutions’ leadership studies programs that you would like to see incorporated 
at Jepson? Do you see the academic programming changing and if so how? 
4. Jepson does not have any, as you have termed it, “professors of practice” on the staff. 
Why is that and do you see this changing in the future?  
5. The initial quantitative results from this study show a growth in leadership capacity 
from sophomores to seniors. Can you confirm this from your observations? Do you 
see any dynamics at Jepson that may be instrumental (and play a critical role) in 
student leadership development?   
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Terry L. Price, PhD,  Associate Dean of Academic Affairs 
1. Students report that the most beneficial part of the program is a balance between the 
learning environment, instruction, and curriculum. Student satisfaction with the 
program is also very high in the sense that their expectations are being met. How was 
the student academic programming constructed to achieve such contentment?  
2.  Based on your years of experience at Jepson, what would you do differently or how 
would you reinforce success with regard to the academic programming? As you look 
toward the future, what should Jepson do differently to align its programs. 
3. How important is the internship and community-based education to the Jepson 
program? Are their changes you would like to see enacted?  
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Portfolio Rubric 
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Jepson Internship Portfolio Rubric with Codes used for Grading Portfolios 
Learning Outcome Description 
Theory to Practice Ability to analyze experience and apply theories, concepts, and 
principles  
 
Application Ability to address practical problems and/or facilitate outcomes 
using theories, concepts, and principles   
 
 
Assessment Grading Codes 
1 = Rudimentary  
Theory to Practice Demonstrates limited knowledge and depth of analysis; unable to 
articulate how functional leadership knowledge is applied from 
classroom to setting 
 
Application Demonstrates limited understanding of culture and/or process and 
no application of theories, concepts, and principles         
 
 
2 = Developing  
Theory to Practice Demonstrates some knowledge of leadership theories, principles, 
and concepts; insights are clearly not defined or outlined.  
 
Application Demonstrates understanding of culture and/or process versus 
direct application of concepts 
 
 
3 = Very Good  
Theory to Practice Demonstrates knowledge of leadership theories, principles, and 
concepts; demonstrates capacity to integrate information and 
provide analysis of leadership processes at internship site 
 
Application Demonstrates a concrete application of leadership studies that 
addressed a problem, outcome, etc. 
 
 
4 = Superior 
Theory to Practice Demonstrates capacity to analyze leadership processes at 
internship site and suggest solutions to problems and/or 
challenges 
Application Demonstrates a seamless integration of theory, research, and 
practice 
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Internship Portfolio Review with Jepson Rubric and Learning Theme Coding 
 
 
 Jepson Rubric Score 
 
Student Number CIR 1  CIR 2  CIR 3 Learning Themes Score 
 
 
1 2 4 3 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8  
2 3 4 4 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 
3 4 3 4 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 
4 3 4 4 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 
5 4 3 3 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7 
6 4 4 4 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 
7 4 4 4 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 
8 2 2 3 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 8 
9 2 3 3 1, 5, 6, 8 
10 4 4 4 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8  
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Appendix G 
Leadership Practices Inventory-Self Results 
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Table G1 
Scale: Model the Way (Clarify Values; Set the Example Sophomores) 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
1. I set a personal example of what I expect of others.  23 7.70 .92 
 
6. I spent time and energy making certain that the people I  
work with adhere to adhere to the principles and standards  
we have agreed on. 23 6.87 1.54 
 
11. I follow through on the promises and commitments that  
I make.  23 8.91 1.24 
 
16. I ask for feedback on how my actions affect other  
people’s performance.  23 5.83 2.25  
 
21. I build consensus around a common set of values for  
running our organization.   23 5.78 2.49 
 
26. I am clear about my philosophy of leadership  23 6.48 1.99 
 
Scale N/M/SD/ = 23/6.93/1.74 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table G2 
Scale: Inspire a Shared Vision (Envision the Future; Enlist Others Sophomores) 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
 
2.  I talk about future trends that will influence how  
our work gets done. 23 5.22 2.13 
 
7. I describe a compelling image of what our future  
could be like. 23 5.57  1.97 
 
12. I appeal to others to share an exciting dream of  
the future. 23 6.22 1.70 
 
17. I show others how their long-term interests can  
be realized by enlisting in a common vision. 23 5.17 2.15 
 
22. I paint the “big picture” of what we are trying to  
accomplish. 23 7.22  1.65 
 
27. I speak with genuine conviction about the higher  
meaning and purpose of our work.  23 7.00  1.98 
 
Scale N/M/SD = 23/6.07/1.93 
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Table G3     
Scale: Challenge the Process (Search for Opportunities; Experiment and Take      Risks 
Sophomores) 
 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
 
3. I seek out challenging opportunities that test my  
own skills and abilities. 23 7.00 1.54 
 
8. I challenge people to try out new and innovative  
ways to do their work. 23 5.22 2.04 
 
13. I search outside the formal boundaries of my  
organization for innovative ways to improve  
what we do.  23 5.57 1.65  
 
18. I ask, “what can we learn?” when things do  
not go as expected. 23 5.91 2.43 
 
23. I make certain that we set achievable goals,  
make concrete plans, and establish measurable  
milestones for the projects and programs we work on.  23 7.22  2.02 
 
28. I experiment and take risks, even when there  
is a chance of failure.  23  6.30  2.16 
 
Scale N/M/SD = 23/6.20/1.97 
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Table G4 
Scale: Enable Others to Act (Foster Collaboration; Strengthen Others Sophomores) 
 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
 
4. I develop cooperative relationships among the people  
I work with.  23 8.52 1.41 
 
9. I actively listen to diverse points of view.  23 8.04 1.30 
 
14. I treat others with dignity and respect.  23 9.00 1.41 
 
19. I support the decisions that people make on their own.  23 6.65  1.64 
 
24. I give people a great deal of freedom and choice  
in deciding how to do their work. 23 6.35 1.50 
 
29. I ensure that people grow in their jobs by learning  
new skills and developing themselves.  23 5.61 2.13 
 
Scale N/M/SD = 23/7.36/1.56 
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Table G5 
Scale: Encourage the Heart (Recognize Contributions; Celebrate the Values and 
Victories Sophomores) 
 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
 
5. I praise people for a job well done.  23 7.87 1.52 
 
10. I make it a point to let people know about my  
confidence in their abilities. 23 6.96 5.35  
 
15. I make sure that people are creatively rewarded  
for their contributions to the success of our projects. 23 5.35  2.10 
 
20. I publically recognize people who exemplify  
commitment to shared values. 23 5.61 2.25 
 
25. I find ways to celebrate accomplishments.  23 7.35 1.80 
 
30. I give the members of the team lots of appreciation  
and support for their  contributions. 23 7.57 1.59 
 
Scale N/M/SD = 23/6.78/1.82 
 
205 
 
Table G6 
Scale: Model the Way (Clarify Values; Set the Example Seniors) 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
 
1. I set a personal example of what I expect of others.  29 8.15 1.66 
  
6. I spend time and energy making certain that the  
people I work with adhere to the principles and  
standards we have agreed on.  29 7.21 1.74 
 
11. I follow through on the promises and commitments  
I make. 29 8.83 1.10  
 
16. I ask for feedback on how my actions affect other  
people’s performance.   29 6.48 2.23 
 
21. I build consensus around a common set of values  
for running our organization.   29 7.28 2.03 
 
26. I am clear about my philosophy of leadership. 29 7.83 2.00 
 
Scale N/M/SD = 29/7.63/1.79 
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Table G7 
Scale: Inspire a Shared Vision (Envision the Future; Enlist Others Seniors) 
 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
 
2. I talk about future trends that will influence how  
our work gets done. 29 6.66 2.14 
 
7. I describe a compelling image of what our future  
could be like.  29 6.21 2.31 
 
12. I appeal to others to share an exciting dream  
of the future. 29 6.72 2.31 
 
17. I show others how their long-term interests can be  
realized by enlisting in a common vision.  29 6.21 2.24 
 
22. I paint the “big picture” of what we aspire to  
accomplish. 29  7.90 1.99  
 
27. I speak with genuine conviction about the higher  
meaning and purpose of our  work. 29  8.38 1.92 
 
Scale N/M/SD = 29/7.01/2.15 
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Table G8 
Scale: Challenge the Process (Search for Opportunities; Experiment and Take Risks 
Seniors) 
 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
 
3. I seek out challenging opportunities that test my  
own skills and abilities. 29 7.76 1.99 
 
8. I challenge people to try out new and innovative  
ways to do their work. 29 6.55 1.96 
 
13. I search outside the formal boundaries of my  
organization for innovative ways to improve  
what we do. 29 7.21 2.35 
 
18. I ask “What can we learn?” when things do not go  
as expected. 29 7.31 2.04 
 
23. I make certain that we set achievable goals,  
make concrete plans, and establish  measureable  
milestones for the projects and programs we work on. 29 7.90 1.91 
 
28. I experiment and take risks, even when there  
is a chance of failure. 29 7.59 2.06 
 
Scale N/M/SD = 29/7.38/2.05 
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Table G9 
Scale: Enable Others to Act (Foster Collaboration/Strengthen Others Seniors) 
 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
 
4. I develop cooperative relationships among the  
people I work with.  29 8.52 1.72 
 
9. I actively listen to diverse points of view. 29 8.59 1.38 
 
14. I treat others with dignity and respect. 29 9.10 1.17 
 
19. I support the decisions that people make on  
their own. 29 7.21 1.70  
 
24. I give people a great deal of freedom and choice  
in deciding how to do work. 29 7.76 1.45 
 
29. I ensure that people grow in their jobs by learning  
new skills and developing themselves. 29 7.21 1.97 
 
Scale N/M/SD = 29/8.06/1.56 
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Table G10 
 
Scale: Encourage the Heart (Recognize Contributions; Celebrate the Values and 
Victories Seniors) 
 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
5. I praise people for a job well done.  29 8.24 1.99 
 
10. I make it a point to let people know about  
my confidence in their abilities. 29 7.62 2.01  
 
15. I make sure that people are creatively rewarded  
for their contributions to the success of our projects.  29 6.97 1.84 
 
20. I publicly recognize people who exemplify  
commitment to shared values.  29 6.93 2.22  
 
25. I find ways to celebrate accomplishments. 29 7.66 2.42 
 
30. I give the members of the team lots of appreciation  
and support for their contributions.  29 8.10 1.82 
 
Scale N/M/SD = 29/7.58/1.72 
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Appendix H 
Grouping of Leadership Practices Inventory-Self Means 
From Highest to Lowest Value by Year (Sophomores then Seniors) 
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Table H1 
LPI-S Questions With Means Between 9.0 and 10.0 (Sophomores) 
 
LPI question N M SD 
 
14. I treat others with dignity and respect.  23 9.00 1.41 
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Table H2 
LPI-S Questions With Means Between 8.0 and 8.99 (Sophomores) 
 
LPI-S question  N M SD 
 
4. I develop cooperative relationships among the people  
I work with. 23  8.52 1.41 
 
9. I actively listen to diverse points of view.  23 8.04 1.30 
 
11. I follow through on the promises and commitments  
that I make. 23 8.91  1.24 
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Table H3 
LPI-S Questions With Means Between 7.0 and 7.99 (Sophomores) 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
1. I set a personal example of what I expect of others. 23 7.70 .93 
 
3. I seek out challenging opportunities that test my  
own skills and abilities. 23 7.00 1.54 
 
5. I praise people for a job well done. 23 7.87 1.52 
 
22. I paint a big picture of what we aspire to accomplish.  23 7.22 1.65 
 
23. I make certain that we set achievable goals, make  
concrete plans, and establish measurable milestones  
for the projects and programs that we work on.  23 7.22 2.02 
 
25. I find ways to celebrate accomplishments.  23 7.35 1.80 
 
27. I speak with genuine conviction about the higher  
meaning and purpose of our work. 23 7.00 1.98 
 
30. I give the members of the team lots of appreciation  
and support for their contributions. 23 7.57  1.59  
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Table H4 
LPI-S Questions With Means Between 6.0 and 6.99 (Sophomores)     
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
6. I spend time and energy making certain that the people  
I work with adhere to the principles and standards we  
have agreed upon.  23 6.87 1.55 
 
10. I make it a point to let people know about my  
confidence in their abilities.  23 6.96 1.66 
 
12. I appeal to others to share an exciting dream of  
the future. 23 6.22 1.70 
 
19. I support the decisions that people make on their own.  23 6.65 1.64 
 
24. I give people a great deal of freedom and choice in  
deciding how to do their work. 23 6.35 1.50 
 
26. I am clear about my philosophy of leadership. 23 6.48 2.00 
 
28. I experiment and take risks, even when there is  
a chance of failure.  23 6.30 2.16 
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Table H5 
 
LPI-S Questions With Means Between 5.0 and 5.99 (Sophomores)  
 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
 
2. I talk about future trends that will influence how our  
work gets done. 23 5.22 2.13  
 
7. I describe a compelling image of what our future could  
be like. 23 5.57 1.97 
 
8. I challenge people to try new and innovative ways to do  
their work. 23 5.22 2.04 
 
3. I search outside the formal boundaries of my organization  
for innovative ways to do our work. 23 5.57 1.65 
 
15. I make sure that people are creatively awarded for their  
contributions. 23 5.35 2.10  
 
16. I ask for feedback on how my actions affect other people’s  
performance. 23 5.83 2.25 
 
17. I show others how their long-term interests can be realized  
by enlisting in a common vision.  23 5.17 2.15 
 
18. I ask “What can we learn?” when things don’t go as expected. 23 5.91 2.43 
 
20. I publicly recognize people who exemplify commitment to  
shared values. 23 5.61 2.25 
 
21. I build a consensus around a common set of values for  
running the organization. 23 5.78 2.49 
 
29. I ensure that people grow in their jobs by learning new  
skills and developing themselves.  23 5.61 2.13 
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Table H6 
 
LPI Questions with Means between 9.0 and 10.0 (Seniors) 
 
 
LPI-S question N M  SD 
 
 
14. I treat others with dignity and respect. 29 9.00 1.41 
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Table H7 
LPI Questions With Means Between 8.0 and 8.99 (Seniors) 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
1. I set a personal example of what I expect of others. 29 8.14 1.66 
 
4. I develop cooperative relationships among people I  
work with.  29 8.52 1.72 
 
5. I praise people for a job well done.  29 8.24 1.99 
 
9. I actively listen to diverse points of view.  29 8.59 1.38 
 
11. I follow through on the promises and commitments  
that I make.  29 8.83 1.10 
 
27. I speak with genuine conviction about the higher  
meaning and purpose of our work. 29 8.38 1.92 
 
30. I give the members of the team lots of appreciation and  
support for their contributions. 29 8.10 1.82 
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Table H8 
LPI Questions With Means Between 7.0 and 7.99 (Seniors) 
 
LPI-S question N M  SD 
 
 
3. I seek out challenging opportunities that will test  
my own skills and abilities. 29 7.76 1.99 
 
6. I spend time and energy making certain that the people  
I work with adhere to the principles and standards we  
have agreed on. 29 7.21 1.74 
 
10. I make it a point to let people know about my  
confidence in their abilities.  29 7.62 2.00  
 
13. I search outside the formal boundaries of my organization  
for innovative ways to improve what we do. 
 29 7.21 2.35 
 
18. I ask “What can we learn?” when things do not go as  
expected. 29 7.31 2.04 
 
19. I support the decisions that people make on their own. 29 7.21 1.70 
 
21. I build consensus around a common set of values for  
running our organization. 29  7.28 2.03 
 
22. I paint the big picture of what we aspire to accomplish. 29 7.90 1.99 
   
23. I make certain that we set achievable goals, make concrete  
plans, and establish measureable milestones for the projects  
and programs we work on. 29 7.90 1.91 
 
24. I give people a great deal of freedom and choice in deciding  
how to do their work. 29 7.76 1.45 
 
25. I find ways to celebrate accomplishments. 29 7.66 2.42 
 
26. I am clear about my philosophy of leadership. 29 7.83 2.00 
 
28. I experiment and take risks, even when there is a chance  
of failure. 29  7.59 2.06 
 
29. I ensure that people grow in their jobs by learning new  
skills and developing themselves. 29 7.21 1.97 
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Table H9 
LPI Questions With Means Between 6.0 and 6.99 (Seniors) 
 
LPI-S question N M SD 
 
 
2. I talk about future trends that will influence how  
our work gets done. 29 6.66 2.14 
 
7. I describe a compelling image of what our future  
could be like. 29 6.21 2.30 
 
8. I challenge people to try out new and innovative  
ways to do their work. 29 6.55 1.96 
 
12. I appeal to others to share an exciting dream of the  
future. 29 6.72 2.31 
 
15. I make sure that people are creatively rewarded for  
their contributions to the success of our project.  29 6.97 1.84 
 
16. I ask for feedback on how my actions affect other  
people’s performance. 29 6.48 2.23 
 
17. I show others how their long-term interests can be  
realized by enlisting in a common vision. 29 6.21 2.24 
 
20. I publically recognize people who exemplify commitment 
to shared values. 29 6.93 2.22 
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Comparison of Means Between Sophomore and Senior Groups on LPI-S Questions 
 
 
LPI-S question M Sophomore M Senior LPI-S behavior 
 
 
1. I set a personal example of what I expect of others. 7.70 8.15 MTW  
 
2. I talk about future trends that will influence how  
 our work gets done.  5.22 6.66 IASV 
 
3. I seek out challenging opportunities that test my  
own skills and abilities  7.00 7.76 CTP 
 
4. I develop cooperative relationships among the  
 people I work with.  8.52 8.52 EOTA 
 
5. I praise people for a job well done. 7.87 8.24 ETH 
 
6. I spend time and energy making certain that the  
 people I work with adhere to the  principles and  
 standards we have agreed on. 6.87 7.21 MTW 
 
7. I describe a compelling image of what our future  
 could be like. 5.57  6.21 IASV 
 
8. I challenge people to try out new and innovative  
 ways to do their work. 5.22 6.55 CTP 
 
9. I actively listen to diverse points of view.  8.04 8.59 EOTA 
 
10. I make it a point to let people know about my  
 confidence in their abilities. 6.96 7.62 ETH 
 
11. I follow through on the promises and  
 commitments I make. 8.91 8.83 MTW 
 
12. I appeal to others to share an exciting dream  
 of the future. 6.22 6.72 IASV 
 
13. I search outside the formal boundaries of my  
 organization for innovative ways to improve  
 what we do. 5.57 7.21 CTP 
 
14. I treat other with dignity and respect.  9.00 9.00 EOTA 
 
15. I make sure that people are creatively rewarded  
 for their contributions to the success of our projects. 5.35 6.97 ETH 
 
16. I ask for feedback on how my actions affect  
 other people’s performance. 5.83 6.48 MTW  
 
17. I show others how their long-term interests can  
 be realized by enlisting in a common vision. 5.17 6.21 IASV 
18. I ask “What can we learn?” when things don’t  
222 
 
 go as expected. 5.91 7.31  CTP 
 
19. I support the decisions that people make on their own. 6.65 7.21  EOTA 
 
20. I publicly recognize people who exemplify  
 commitment to shared values. 5.61 6.93 ETH 
 
21. I build consensus around a common set of values  
 for running the organization. 5.78 7.28 MTW 
 
22. I paint the “big picture” of what we aspire to  
 accomplish. 7.22 7.90 IASV 
 
23. I make certain that we set achievable goals, make 
 concrete plans, and establish measureable mile- 
 stones for the projects and programs we work on. 7.22 7.90 CTP 
 
24. I give people a great deal of freedom and choice  
 in deciding how to do their work. 6.35 7.76 EOTA 
 
25. I find ways to celebrate accomplishments. 7.35 7.66 ETH 
 
26. I am clear about my philosophy of leadership. 6.48 7.83 MTW 
 
27. I speak with genuine conviction about the  
 higher meaning and purpose of work. 7.00 8.38 IASV 
 
28. I experiment and take risks, even when there 
 is a chance of failure. 6.30 7.59 CTP 
 
29. I ensure that people grow in their jobs by  
 learning new skills and developing  themselves. 5.61 7.21 EOTA 
 
30. I give members of the team lots of appreciation 
 and support for their contributions. 7.57 8.10 ETH 
 
 
Note. LPI-S = Leadership Practices Inventory-Self, MTH = model the way, IASV = inspire a shared vision, 
CTP = challenge the process, EOTA = enabling others to act, and ETH = encourage the heart. 
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Postprogram Attitude Survey (PPAS) Results 
 
 
 Research  
PPAS question  question  M SD 
 
 
1. I have a better understanding of leadership theory.  RQ1/4 3.86 .35 
 
2. I have enhanced my skills and abilities to perform as a leader. RQ1/3 3.62 .49 
 
3. I have a better understanding of my individual leadership  
strengths and weaknesses.  RQ1 3.52 .57 
 
4. I have increased my commitment to serve the common good.  RQ1/2/3 3.45 .69 
 
5. I recognize the importance of making ethical decisions.  RQ1/3/4 3.69  .60 
 
6. I have improved my ability to work successfully as part of a group.  RQ1/4 3.48 .51 
 
7. I have improved my decision-making and problem-solving skills. RQ1/4 3.48  .57 
 
8. I have improved my ability to express myself more clearly. RQ1 .55 .57 
 
9. I have developed a better appreciation for the diversity of  
individuals and their perspectives. RQ1/3/4 3.59  .59 
  
10. The content of this program has helped me to understand  
the leadership  process. RQ1/3/4 3.72 .45 
 
11. The instructors presented the course material in an interesting  
and meaningful manner.  RQ1/4 3.52  .57 
 
12. The instructors were enthusiastic and receptive to their students’ 
 expectations and needs.  RQ1/4 3.72  .53 
 
13. This program prepared me for future employment.  RQ2 3.48 .57 
 
14. This program brought about meaningful change in my  
personal life.  RQ1/2 3.41  .63 
 
15. My expectations of this program were met. RQ1/2 3.62 .56 
 
16. I would recommend this program to others. RQ1/2/3 3.76 .51 
 
17. Leadership Studies was a rewarding experience.  RQ1/2/3 3.83 .38 
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Postprogram Attitude Survey (PPAS) Highest to Lowest Value 
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Postprogram Attitude Survey Rank-Ordered High to Low by Mean Score (N = 29) 
 
 
 Research 
 
PPAS question question M SD 
 
 
1. I have a better understanding of leadership theory. RQ1/4 3.86 .35 
 
17. Leadership Studies was a rewarding experience. RQ1/2/3 3.83 .38 
 
16. I would recommend this program to others.  RQ1/2/3 3.76 .51 
 
12. The instructors were enthusiastic and receptive to their  
students’ expectations and  needs.  RQ1/4 3.72 .53 
 
10. The content of this program has helped me to understand  
the leadership process.   RQ1/3/4 3.72 .45 
 
 5. I recognize the importance of making ethical decisions. RQ 1/3/4 3.69 .60  
 
15. My expectations of this program were met. RQ1/2 3.62 .56 
 
2. I have enhanced my skills and abilities to perform as a leader.  RQ1/3 3.62 .49 
 
9. I have developed a better appreciation for the diversity of  
individuals and their perspectives. RQ 1/3/4 3.59 .57  
 
8. I have improved my ability to express myself more clearly. RQ1 3.55 .57 
 
3. I have a better understanding of my individual leadership  
strengths and weaknesses. RQ1 3.52 .57 
 
11. The instructors presented the course material in an  
interesting and meaningful manner.  RQ1/4 3.52 .57 
 
7.  I have improved my decision-making and problem-solving  
skills.  RQ1/4 3.48 .57 
 
6. I have improved my ability to work successfully as part of a  
group.  RQ1/4 3.48 .51 
 
13. This program prepared me for future employment.  RQ2 3.48 .57 
 
4. I have increased my commitment to serve the common good.  RQ1/2/3 3.45 .69 
 
14. This program brought about meaningful change in my  
personal life. RQ1/2 3.41 .63 
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Question 1 
How did you find out about the Jepson Leadership Studies Program? 
 
Summary: Students found the Jepson School from a variety of sources. These include 
(a) recommendations from parents; (b) the University of Richmond web site; (c) 
University of Richmond academic tours; (d) word of mouth from current or past 
students;(e) siblings who attended; (f) the student’s interest in studying leadership; (g) 
interest in leadership due to exposure to the curriculum as freshman; (g) the reputation 
of the Jepson institute; (h) student interest in self-improvement and serving the 
common good. Students also cited reasons, such as being attracted to Jepson by the 
multidisciplinary nature of the curriculum, an interest in leadership, and the reputation 
of the Jepson School’s curriculum and faculty.  
 
Selected student responses:  
     I found out about the Jepson Leadership Studies program originally through my tour 
guide when I came through the University of Richmond. I know that this was one of 
the things that really drew me to the University of Richmond because the tour guide 
described Jepson as a mixing, melting pot of everything I was really interested in: 
political science, sociology, psychology, all those things brought me into it (Jepson).  
 
     I actually came to the University of Richmond because of the Jepson School. As a 
high school senior, I did not know what I wanted to study, so I was looking for 
programs that had majors that I thought sounded interesting and relevant. A Jepson 
curriculum sounded like it would helpful in the real world, to look at classes that 
offered critical thinking and problem solving, and programs that focused on how to 
make the world a better place. I was also interested in similar programs in other 
universities which had focuses, such as social entrepreneurship and organizational 
behavior.  
 
      I found out about the Jepson School through the web site. I was researching 
universities and colleges online and came across the University of Richmond and with 
a recommendation from my favorite high school teacher, found the Jepson school as a 
very unique program. I already had an interest in leadership and had attended 
leadership camps and programs, summer programs and things like that, so that drew 
my attention to the University of Richmond and the leadership program.  
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Question 2 
 
To what extent has the program met your expectations? 
 
Student summary: Student responses were uniformly positive and all reported that the 
Jepson School far exceeded expectations as a result of the curriculum, learning 
environment, sense of community, and Jepson academic programming. 
 
Selected student responses:  
 
The program has definitely met all expectations that I had of it. I can’t list off a concrete 
list of expectations I had coming into it. I expected that by the time I graduated I would 
have taken a full range of classes that cover all sorts of materials, the different 
applications and theories of leadership, which the program does, the experiential aspect 
of the program internship of Justice and Civil Society, volunteering, and doing a police 
ride along, and doing an internship. The things I have learned in my studies in a real 
world situation were great, and also not a primary expectation, but just as important, was 
the sense of community that the Jepson school provides, the accessibility of faculty was 
excellent and then just the way classes were run. A great mix of lecture and discussion, 
professors being open to students and their questions and making sure students 
understood the materials, so in some ways I would say that the Jepson School has 
exceeded my expectations.  
 
Jepson far exceeded my expectations. We did get a lot of the theoretical approach to 
leadership which was expected, but I also enjoyed having the community based learning 
component, and to do the community service courses and police ride along as part of 
course requirements. I especially liked the leadership assessment of an actual company 
in the Theory and Models course; this was one of the best experiences I had in the 
curriculum. I think I have improved my critical thinking and writing skills because of 
Jepson, although I am sure it has to do with other experiences at UR as well. Jepson met 
every expectation.  
 This program has not only met my expectations, but has gone beyond them. I thought 
that I was going into this program that would have one main core thing being taught, but 
I would learn about it (leadership) though a variety of different perspectives and fields. 
It (Jepson) has pushed what I thought I could learn from a leadership education program. 
I have learned concepts and topics that apply to the past, the present, and the future. I 
have a better understanding of just not only leadership, but we have learned about 
followers in our society as a whole, and how everything comes together and in many 
ways it is a puzzle, in that you can’t just have leaders, you can’t just have followers, you 
can’t just have different groups, and it all needs to go together to be effective. 
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Question 3 
How did the program affect you personally? 
Student summary: Students reported that the application of knowledge gained from the 
Jepson program, the sense of community, and their personal growth in leadership 
capacity were the greatest affects from attending Jepson.  
 
 Selected student responses:  
I like to think that Jepson has made me a better person. We think about ethical dilemmas 
a lot in class. I don’t know that it necessarily changed me, but it definitely reinforced 
some qualities, such as my desire to not want to compromise my ethics in whatever job I 
do when I graduate, and I have always felt strongly about community service and the 
fact that it was incorporated into my curriculum. I was able to see how organizations and 
people can think about the common good in whatever project they are working on, and I 
want to continue that in the future. I also came to have a better understanding of how 
people can work effectively together and I hope to always include other people and their 
strengths in whatever organization I am working with. 
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Question 4 
What aspect of the program did you most enjoy? 
Student summary: The students reported that they enjoyed the following aspects of the 
program the best (in random order): (1) the sense of community, (2) other Jepson 
students, (3) the faculty, (4) course content and variety, (5) experiential opportunities, (6) 
pedagogy, especially class discussions. They also expressed positive sentiments towards 
ethical content, the role of critical thinking, and a sense of civic responsibility.  
 
Selected student responses:  
 I just really loved feeling part of the community. It was both an academic and social 
experience. I got to know my professors on a personal level. You know when I saw them 
around campus they would genuinely ask how I was doing and I could tell they wanted to 
see their students succeed, and I always felt comfortable seeing professors in and outside 
of the classroom, and I will feel very comfortable asking them for recommendations or 
just seeing what they are up to in the years to come. 
 
It is difficult to decide one part I enjoyed the most of the Jepson program. I really have 
appreciated the professors at Jepson. I have had great experiences with all my professors 
at the University of Richmond, but particularly at Jepson. I felt that professors really were 
genuine, approachable and had a passionate fire for the field, maybe, because it is a new 
field and it is kind of their baby and we are at the frontier of this field, so being inspired 
by them to be just as interested in leadership and its application was great for me and I 
enjoyed that immensely. I enjoyed the experiential opportunities because I feel it is 
important to be able to apply what you have learned in the class room in real life 
situations as we did. 
 
 The aspect that I enjoyed the most was definitely learning things for the first time in a 
classroom setting, that I would have to use in the real world. I was never the type to enjoy 
math, or subjects like that, because I was never going to go into a field when I just had to 
have a calculator ready, I did not need to have to do different logs, cosigns, because that 
would never be of use to me, and it was very hard. So for the first time, learning things 
about personality, and the truth, and respect, and ethics, I saw how it actually applied to 
the real world. 
 
 I think the part I have enjoyed the most has definitely been the faculty. It is overall the 
people I have been able to encounter, the professors are definitely among the best I have 
ever had in the university, they have challenged me to grow as a learner, and the other 
Jepson students are one of a kind; I have been challenged by the other people in my 
classes with me.  
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Question 6 
 
Which program learning objective(s) (see list) do you think were best accomplished 
and why? 
 
 Student summary: The majority of students reported that learning objective E, 
“Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of critical thinking and ethics 
in leadership and personal contexts” was best accomplished. Learning objectives, A, 
“Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of ethical thinking in 
leadership and personal contexts, particularly the relationship between morality and 
self-interest,” and F, “Students will demonstrate personal, interpersonal, and cross-
cultural understandings relevant to leadership and the role of ethics in leadership,” 
and learning objective B, “Students will demonstrate their capacity to apply theory, 
principles, concepts, and ideas in the field of leadership in a variety of settings,” were 
next, in order, in reporting frequency as best accomplished. Only one student reported 
learning objective D, “Students will demonstrate their understanding of and 
proficiency with research methods,” as best accomplished. 
  
Selected student responses: 
I think the Jepson School does a very good job of teaching us how to understand the 
role of ethical thinking. In leadership and personal contexts, especially in relation to 
morality and self-interest, that is one thing we touch upon in every core course and 
electives. Also, we learn how to apply these theories and principles in context not 
only to the fields of leadership, but within almost any field. We saw this in our 
internship program where we took these theories we learned specifically in Theories 
and Models, wrote papers on how we saw these theories being applied in the work 
settings. Throughout the time at Jepson, we participated in a lot of different 
presentations, writing exercises, and just writing situations; they do a very good job 
of teaching us how to analyze, how to dissect something. We also have critical 
thinking, leadership in personal contexts, and we learned how to analyze, we learned 
how to think, we learned how to form opinions, and I think that is something that is 
very unique to the leadership school. We also learned how to demonstrate personal, 
interpersonal, and cross-cultural understandings. Also, many of us went aboard. We 
were able to take what we learned in our classes to understand the differences in the 
cultures where we were going, how different businesses were run, how interaction is 
different, how different personalities were more fitting toward certain goals and some 
are not, and this is very important in our internship program and in finding out what 
internship would be perfect for us. 
 
I would say if I had to choose, of the options listed, A, B, E, and F, I think were the 
best accomplished through the program, it would be “A,” because the faculty really 
kind of hammered the point that there is an ethical aspect to leadership. That point is 
made from Day 1 to your last day of leadership classes, so just the frequency of that 
point being brought up is important and so we got into depth with the leadership 
ethics capstone class, which is one of the most challenging classes I have taken as an 
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undergrad, and also very rewarding in that it opened my mind to all kinds of different 
perspectives in looking at ethics; “B,” just because we learned that leadership does 
not have one set mode or model, it can be in all kinds of different settings or contexts, 
or environments so it made me more cognizant of how to be a leader or when to 
recognize leadership in a setting that I would not have prior to my experience in the 
Jepson program. Even so experiences ranging from the classroom, to being at an 
internship, to clubs or student organizations on campus, or being around friends, there 
is always aspects and functions of leadership that one can recognize and draw on; 
“E,” critical thinking, is one of the habits that is strengthened through the Jepson 
program, because we are really required to look at things from different perspectives, 
to challenge conventional ways of thinking, and just because we do that so much 
throughout the program it just becomes this great beneficial habit of critiquing the 
way we understand things, critiquing the ways other people think of things, and 
analyzing and understanding where people are coming from, where ideas are coming 
from, and not necessarily coming to a conclusion, a decisive conclusion of what is 
right or wrong, but just being aware of the ideas that are out there, their flaws, their 
strengths. I think that these habits of mind were developed in me to a personal extent 
and I appreciate it. Ethics I touched upon, and “F,” along with the critical thinking, is 
the cross-cultural understanding, looking at different dynamics of leadership, outside 
of just an American understanding. You look at different leadership models from 
across the world, different times, able to appreciate different definitions of and 
applications of leadership and that allows us to demonstrate that more understanding, 
when you learn about all the different sorts of leadership you become more open, and 
you recognize that there are different forms and understandings of leadership and 
definitions of leadership, and you become more open to them, and you will be more 
active searching them out, so it literally opens our minds in that manner. 
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Question 7 
 
 Which program learning objective(s) (see list) do you think were least accomplished and 
why? 
 
Student Summary: Students reported that objective “D,” “Students will demonstrate an 
understanding of and proficiency with research methods” was the most frequently 
reported learning objective that was least accomplished. Students also reported learning 
objective “A,” “Students will demonstrate an understanding of the role of ethical thinking 
in leadership and personal contexts, particularly the role between morality and self-
interest” and “G,” “Students will be able to articulate their understanding of leadership 
and their growth as a student at the Jepson School,” as the other learning objectives 
which were least accomplished. Students also commented on the difficulty of this 
question in that most felt all the program objectives were accomplished to some degree, 
but relative to the others, these were accomplished least. 
  
Selected student responses: 
 Before this year, I would have said that articulating their growth and understanding in 
leadership as a student was hardest; a lot of students had a hard time putting into words 
the Jepson experience concisely. However this year we did this program called the Jepson 
elevator pitch in helping students to quickly and succinctly define their Jepson 
experience, and personalize how the Jepson curriculum has helped them grow and how 
students will contribute to the work force, so I think that before this year that would think 
this was my answer, but now that has been met, I think I will go to the ethical thinking. I 
think we do a pretty good job. Of course we all have the ethics class all the seniors take. I 
also took the ethical decision-making health course, although this was taught by an 
adjunct faculty who, I do not think, understood the mission of Jepson and it was taught 
more like a history course than an ethics course, but beyond that I think that one of the 
beautiful things, but frustrating things about Jepson, is that we are really good about 
asking tough questions and a lot of times those questions do not have clear answers, so 
we leave class feeling like there was not any right answer, but I think that there are ways 
to improve how students come to make decisions instead of just feeling that there are no 
right answers. So as far as ethical thinking goes we learned that in different cultures, 
ethics are different, and leaders may not always make a clearly ethical decision, we 
looked at why they made the decision they did, but I think that we could have gained a 
little bit more skill in how to actually apply ethical decision making in our own life. 
Especially, a lot of Jepson students doubled majored in business or they may have jobs 
where they had ethical decisions they may have to face. For example I know several 
Jepson students who are going to be working at ALTREA next year, and when you ask 
them where they are working, they say “ALTREA,” they kind of say it with a muttered 
breath like they are a little bit ashamed of it, but that is an ethical decision they made to 
work for a company which they might not support, so I think we looked at in terms of 
let’s look at this ethical leader and how they can make ethical questionable decisions, but 
in looking at how we can apply it back to ourselves so that we can live lives that are 
ethically sound. In general, I think Jepson was very strong in helping students to learn 
about broad theories and concepts, but as far as developing technical skills, I think this 
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where the biggest gap is. I think my writing skills are great, my communication skills are 
great, my written skills are great, but as far as having something that students can offer to 
employers, having just strong communication skills isn’t enough, so developing technical 
skills maybe. We did some research, but knowing how to use more software tools would 
have been helpful, such as SPSS for example, would be great, but I think students need to 
go out of their way a little bit more to have exposure to that, as well as knowing how to 
use Excel more, knowing how to plot graphs, or how to present research, is an area for 
improvement. 
What I think we accomplished the least and why, is, I think, in terms of research, 
that we have a class set aside to teach us about research methods and how to apply them. 
I think we do the least with this because it is up to you whether you take classes that are 
based off of research. In Theory and Models, we learned a lot through different studies, it 
wasn’t necessary to understand what a standard deviation was and all of that, which could 
come in handy in other classes, so I do not think this hurt us at all at all, but I think this 
was up to the individual student to take what they want from research methods and apply 
it to other classes, that it is dependent on what electives you choose, what path within the 
Jepson school you want to follow. There are different concentrations you can look at, you 
can take on more of a business aspect, more of a psychology or historical aspect, but it is 
up to the person. 
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Question 8 
 
What would you change about the program to make it more effective? 
 
Student summary: Students reported a variety of ways to improve the academic 
programming, albeit their answers did not have any consistent theme. Major ways to 
improve the program include (1) providing students a tangible skill for the workforce; (2) 
a research course that required an application of research; (3) the addition of courses, 
such as a research application, that support workforce skills; (4) additional courses that 
required the application of ethical thinking and theory; (5) stabilizing the faculty for 
longer periods at Jepson; (6) standardizing the instruction taught in the core courses. 
Several students mentioned that classes with a similar type of content would have 
different outcomes, creating confusion among students.  
  
Selected student responses: 
 I guess I would say that as I mentioned a required research class, not research methods, 
but an application of research, would be useful, for me personally. I do not have as much 
as interest in research as other students did, but I see how that would be useful for a 
postgraduate career or whatever I end up doing. That is a very difficult question because I 
am very on the whole satisfied with the school, and I have not spent too much time 
thinking about how it could be improved. 
 
 I think that Jepson makes students better people, and helps students find their passions. I 
think the Jepson curriculum can be applied to any domain and the fact that students are 
thinking about ethics and the common good and the world beyond themselves, I think 
that makes us better people who can contribute to any industry, but once again, as far as 
leaving the University of Richmond, leaving Jepson with skills that they can apply to the 
work force, without the assumption you absolutely have to go to grad school, I think that 
is where they can improve, whether that can be technological skills or more financial 
management skills, I know it’s not a business major, but opportunities for students to 
work on projects that develop skills that can be easily translated to the work force is what 
I am suggesting. 
 I think to make the program more effective, I would really encourage them to focus on 
finding a set faculty that does not rotate as much. I might be the only one disagreeing, 
some might say that the beauty of Jepson is being exposed to numerous faculty, but I 
think we should develop a core sense of Jepson scholars, because I think the best teachers 
here are the ones that have been here the longest, and not just because new teachers are 
not good, but I think the ones that have been here the longest have a better understanding 
of the program and better understand the students here. 
What I disliked about the school and I think to change, was to come up with more 
guidelines to classes so certain things are discussed in every single classroom setting. So 
no two things should seem so completely different if they are teaching the exact same 
topic.  
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Question 9 
 
 In what capacity do you intend to serve the common good as a result of your exposure to 
the program’s leadership principles, learning objectives, and mission? 
 
Student summary: Students reported a universal desire and passion to continue to serve 
the common good after graduation, and that the Jepson School academic programming 
was the primary reason for their motivation. Students were less granular about specifics 
of “in what capacity” they would continue to serve. Three of the ten students specifically 
identified sectors in American society where they wanted to serve the common good (the 
health care sector, the national government, the military). 
 
Selected student responses:  
 For me, I have been instilled with a sense of responsibility as a citizen for whatever 
society I choose to live in. Right now it is going to be in the States, but not just the 
society as a country, but in the local community, to serve as an active participant of that 
community, to be up to date on the on goings of the community and to be always acting 
toward the active goal of making that community serve the common good in whatever 
way that may be. It has made me more selfless in that manner in that I have a desire not 
to just serve my own ends, but to serve the ends for the community. My job after I 
graduate, I would like to think, serves the common good. It is helping American 
government agencies in their tasks and strategies in whatever they do, to improve what 
they do, to better serve the American community at large. 
I absolutely plan on committing my life to the common good. I am unique in that I 
created a concentration in Jepson in leadership through health promotion. I am interested 
in public health particularly, in health promotion programs regarding exercise and 
nutrition, so I plan on doing work whether it is corporate wellness, or policy, with 
schools, to help people live healthier life styles, exercising and eating well, not 
sacrificing their health for their job, because they can’t afford to live better, helping to 
educating people to how to live better within their own means, so that is a definitely a 
result of this program. I was in the Live and Learning Class Leadership and the Common 
Good, we looked at how people measure progress, and how different governments 
measure progress and which problems they will prioritize. For me personally, everything 
came down health, in that you can’t do anything unless you are healthy, so I plan to find 
a job where I can serve other people. 
 
I think in my sophomore year I took Justice and Civil Society and one of the parts this is 
required is a community based service component, so we have to do types of community 
service, and I worked at an ESL program. I worked for an elementary school with an 
ESL program teaching students in grade 2 and grade 4, how to read and write in English, 
and I think that has really encouraged me to focus on learning the common good and 
kind of stretching out and expanding my other horizons and realizing that where ever I do 
in a professional sense, I still want the time to give back. 
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Question 10  
What is your definition of leadership and how, if any, has it changed as a result of your 
participation in the Jepson program? 
 
Student summary: All students reported that their definition of leadership had changed 
over time through their participation at Jepson, and that the changes reflected a broader, 
more inclusive, and more complex view of leadership than before their attendance at 
Jepson. All students reported on the inclusion of ethics as an important dimension in their 
definition. Working in groups, the importance of followers, understanding leadership in 
personal contexts, were recurring themes in student responses. The terms “change agent,” 
“empowerment,” and “common good” were recurring in responses.  
 
Selected student responses:  
 My definition of leadership has changed through my participation at Jepson and as I said 
before, I think it is alright that our definitions be living and growing things that can 
change, but I have definitely expanded my definition of leadership from a simply 
thinking of leadership as a single person inspiring a group to move from point A to point 
B, to thinking how people can, even in very personal contexts, make conscious decisions 
to reach a certain end or try to inspire a certain means. I guess it is a much more 
conventional understanding as political leaders or business leaders to people who take 
command, to those people who sit back and really let the followers or whoever is 
involved in the leader-follower dynamic, become active and take the call and do their 
part. I think also the ethical aspect of leadership has been ingrained in my definition in 
that I can’t divorce ethics from leadership, that to be a true leader you must be aware of 
the ethical aspects, and you must strive for an ethical approach to leadership. 
 
 This is the joke in Jepson, we start every single class with defining leadership, and we 
never come up with a definition that we like. I think my definition of leadership is that 
leadership is “a process by which between leaders and followers collaborate to 
accomplish a common goal.” My definition of leadership has expanded through my 
participation in Jepson, in that I never considered things, such as invisible leadership 
where there is no tangible leader, but there clearly there is a force driving people to work 
together. I am able to better articulate different forms of leadership I have seen at work, 
but could not clearly define, as being at play. For example, citizen leadership. The fact 
that I love being part of an organization where everyone feels empowered to have a role 
and make a difference. Looking at followership and why followers are active and 
contributing to the group. I studied a little more on why followers are important. I was 
lucky enough to get to go to the faculty leadership symposium as part of the 20th 
anniversary of Jepson. I listened to the faculty talk about how the terms “leadership” and 
“followership” sometimes have negative connotations and leaders have an air of 
superiority and followers tend to be passive. Within the Jepson curriculum, we were able 
to explore why those connotations exist and how we can empower people to feel 
differently about those terms. 
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Question 11 
The Jepson program is built on a liberal arts core which emphasizes ethics. How has 
this approach to leadership affected your leadership capacity? 
 
Student summary: Almost all students reported that the major benefit of using a liberal 
arts model to teach leadership was an increased awareness and understanding of the 
role of ethics in leadership. Additionally, students reported a liberal arts model forced 
them to challenge their own beliefs, listen to all sides of issues, and in general, 
broadened their understanding of complex and controversial topics. Other benefits 
include having class interactions with students who have a wide variety of academic 
interests and perspectives. Finally, students reported that seminar discussions were 
framed in many different contexts and disciplines which expanded their perspectives on 
leadership. 
 
Selected student responses:  
 Jepson certainly does have a liberal arts core. One of my favorite parts of being in 
Jepson is that the students in the classes do have a wide variety of goals for careers and 
interests, as opposed to an accounting class where every student wants to go into an 
accounting job after 4 years. With the Jepson class we have students interested in 
science and business and political science and psychology so the range in perspectives 
that we bring to our discussions makes us have more meaningful and challenging 
discussions. I think that being in classes throughout my 4 years where people bring a 
wide range of diverse perspectives, and we are confronting such controversial topics, 
especially in Justice and Civil Society, is the strength. We talked about racial inequality 
and socio-economics, and how they affect organizations. I think that the liberal arts and 
ethical approach has helped me recognize that everyone has something valuable to 
bring to the table, and it has helped my listening skills, and has challenged me to 
question my own beliefs, and be willing to change my beliefs, in that there is nothing 
wrong in admitting what I believed before was limited. I do not think my beliefs have 
radically changed on most subjects, but I have been able to better understand the 
opposite side of many ethical dilemmas. 
 
 I would say ethics has been one of my favorite classes to take in leadership and one of 
the reasons why is because the way that it does capitalize on liberal arts and our 
freshman year, and we were one of the last grades to have done this, but the seniors 
here took a core class where we read a lot of the works of Aristotle, the different 
philosophers, and so in the senior year at the capstone course, we relook at them. While 
we read them in our freshman year, by the time you are seniors you are more ready to 
look at them, from a more philosophical sense. You look at ethics and you kind of 
realize that ethics is a huge component of what is leadership, and you have to 
understand that if someone is an effective leader you can be like Jim Jones or Hitler, 
people who were effective leaders, but not necessarily good leaders, so you have to 
look at the sense of ethics and also tie into justice and civil society and realize what is 
the justice, what is the ethical implications, and take leaders, who are effective, but are 
doing something that is harmful for the community. 
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Question 12 
 
After completing the requirements for a degree (major or minor) in Leadership Studies, 
how convinced are you (definitely, probably, unsure, probably not, definitely not) that 
leadership can be taught in an academic environment? 
 
Student summary: All students reported that leadership can be taught in an academic 
environment. Most specifically pointed to aspects that can be taught within leadership 
as being critical thinking, leadership in personal contexts, ethics, working in teams, and 
appreciating diverse views. Most reflected on the difference between the academic 
study of leadership, which they feel the Jepson program accomplishes, and teaching 
how to be a leader, which is not a program objective. Students reported, though, that 
they were better leaders as a result of program. Theory to practice opportunities was 
another reported attribute of teaching leadership studies in an academic environment, 
with experiential opportunities being viewed as a program strength. 
 
Selected student responses:  
 I think leadership 100% can be taught in an academic environment. It is wonderful. It 
is not teaching how to be a leader, so if you are that type of person who thinks that, it 
isn’t. It is learning leadership from different disciplines, you have economics, history, 
philosophy, psychology, religion, social sciences, coming together and studying it with 
one main focus which is leadership, but it also diverges completely from that in that it 
give us a better understanding of the world as a whole on how society works. If you go 
into the program with no expectations because you don’t know what you want to study, 
coming out of it you can have a definite idea of what you want, you can find different 
paths you may not have discovered before. For me I have personally combined 
leadership studies with psychology and found that I think I could not have done my 
psychology major without my leadership major, that it has made all the difference. It 
has made me understand what I am learning and why it is important and why different 
things happen. And I think one of the main things is that I think that if leadership is to 
be taught, continue to be taught in an academic setting and continue to expand as it has, 
it just needs to be emphasized it is not teaching you to how be a leader, which is 
sometimes said on tours which is not correct, it is understanding leadership from the 
past, the present, the future, understanding how leaders get to where they are, how 
society has evolved over time and how it will continue to evolve. 
 I am definitely convinced that leadership can be taught in an academic environment 
because that is what happened to me and my experiences throughout the Jepson 
program. Through the theories you learn, from Theory and Models or 101 and the 
Humanities, to how people function and what makes them tick, which you also learn in 
101 and 102 in the humanities, having those understanding of theories, and the grand 
scheme of things, without people leadership would not exist, you are able to take part 
of both the theories and people and mix and max or mold them into your understanding 
of how to be an effective leader in different contexts, and finally, the emphasis on 
ethics as well and incorporating that it into your understanding and application of 
leadership, and finally, I would say the experiential opportunities that are required and 
that are given allow us to go beyond the classroom and think about how we as 
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individuals can apply our understanding of leadership and the concepts of leadership 
and what we have learned, and to put them to work. I did so with my internship last 
summer, I was able to see how organizations and their structures would often create 
leader-follower dynamics and how to recognize that and how to work with that to make 
it more effective. That was something that I would not been able to do had I not had a 
Jepson education. 
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Question 13 
 
Of the required courses in the Jepson program (see list), which do you think is most 
influential in building your leadership capacity?  
 
Student summary: The students reported that the most influential course was Leadership 
300, Theory and Models of Leadership, because of the case studies into how actual 
companies, people, or events functioned in a leadership context. Students also mentioned 
the ethical dimensions inherent in Leadership 300 case study venues as a real source of 
strength in the course. Leadership 101, Leadership and the Humanities, Leadership 102, 
and the Ethics capstone course were also cited as influential. 
 
Selected student responses:  
 The most influential course that I took was Theories and Models of Leadership and I 
think for two reasons: the professor I had was absolutely wonderful and I truly think that 
makes all the difference in the course, but also how he taught the course and the material 
we learned. We learned through the aspects of books, through studies, through textbook 
readings, we had a variety of different sources to show us things, sometimes different 
things, we learned about events that actually took place and we analyzed them from 
different perspectives. For example, we took, Martin Luther King Jr., how he was as a 
person, as a leader, how he was able to come into his role, how society was able to accept 
him, and how all the other things come into that, and for me, coming away from this 
course, I was able to apply it to everything that I do. I was able in my work settings to see 
why a person was to act a little more negative or why a person is so open, and how 
maybe you can tweak an environment to get everyone’s personalities to work better, you 
may not work well with a person and how to go about doing this and I think this course 
has really influenced every way that I think. When I have a situation, I learned to take a 
step back to analyze and evaluate and determine my course of action and even yesterday, 
something came up I learned from this class, and I took this class over a year ago, and we 
were talking about 911 and how society was so patriotic after it and came together and 
why this was, and how the speech that President Bush gave, while it was criticized at the 
time, was what the people wanted, this was something we talked about in my Theory and 
Models class, why that speech while very solemn, and now, if you listened to it, would 
not be well received, but at the time every different aspect of the speech gave society 
something that it wanted. So I think this class was something that enabled you to connect 
something in an academic setting to the real world and this is something I really value in 
an education.  
 Interesting enough, while I did not think necessarily that the class was taught, as 
well as it could have been, but as far as the actual content goes, Theories and Models, 
Leadership 300, was the most influential in that we studied actual companies and what 
they were doing that was ethical responsible and challenges the status quo in how an 
organization has to function. It enabled me to see what alternatives to a bureaucratic 
structure, we also looked at different ways that CEOs can interact with their clients and 
different models of how teams can be structured to drive creativity improve efficiency so 
I think that would be really helpful in that it helped me look for the kinds of companies I 
personally wanted to look for, as well as where I end up working, how I want to be 
critical and look at ways to improve practices. 
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Question 14 
 
Are you a more effective leadership because of the Jepson program? If so how, and 
why? 
 
Student summary: All students reported they were more effective leaders directly as a 
result of the Jepson academic programming. The students recognized that the Jepson 
program is a leadership studies, not a leadership development program, and outcomes 
are not focused on making one a leader. However all reported gains in leadership 
capacity as a result of their exposure to the curriculum, pedagogy, and community-based 
learning components. Also gains in critical thinking, communication skills, self-
awareness, the ability to work in groups, a broader perspective on the leadership 
phenomena, were cited as reasons their capacity had grown. 
 
Selected student responses:  
 Yes, I have become a more effective leader because of the Jepson program. And part of 
the reason is that I look at things differently. I have been able to look at my own 
leadership capability in different campus organizations, and am able to determine 
whether or not I am doing all the things that I should be doing. I realize I am the leader 
who has all of these faults, that if I can look at my own actions and determine that I am 
doing the same thing that other leaders are critiquing. 
 
 Going off of everything I just said, I think I am a more effective leader because of the 
Jepson program. I think I have learned how important it is to be transparent, how 
important it is to tell the truth, I have learned that you sometimes do things you may not 
want to because it is necessary. Obviously keep that in an ethical setting, leaders can 
have dirty hands, that this happens. How to influence people, but how people can 
influence me, how as a leader you are not the only one there. It is important to rely on 
your followers, to rely on the people around you. As a leader it is important to work well 
with the people you are surrounded by, and all these things I have learned from Jepson. 
Before coming into the school I thought I was a good leader, I thought I had confidence, 
I had charisma, I speak well, public speaking wise, but I learned there is so much more 
than that, to get people to listen to what I have to say, to promote change. I have learned 
what type of change is best, it can’t be just what I want, it has to be best for everyone 
around me and how to go about doing this. 
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Question 15 
 
What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Jepson program?  
 
Student summary: Students reported that the Jepson program had the following strengths 
(listed in no particular order): (1) superior faculty who took a vested interest in their 
students’ success; (2) a sense of community at the Jepson School; (3) the interdisciplinary 
nature of the curriculum; (4) classroom environment, especially the discussion oriented 
curriculum; (5) superior students; (6) group work and service learning components; (7) 
the relevance and tangibility of the curriculum; (8) written and oral assignments; (9) the 
curriculum improved or developed self-awareness; (10) the curriculum core courses and 
wide range of electives and concentrations; (11) the ability to apply theory to 
practice.(12) the liberal arts model and course sequencing. 
 
Students in general reported few weakness and the level of satisfaction was extremely 
high. In particular, the faculty was reported as the strength of the program and received 
laudatory comments for their instruction and student engagement. Weaknesses were 
reported as “small scale.” Students reported the following weaknesses (listed in no 
particular order): (1) more standardization is needed for some core courses in order to 
reduce inconsistency in content when similar courses are taught by different instructors; 
(2) more experiential learning opportunities; (3) more instruction in teaching students 
how to apply what they learn; (4) help in describing the Jepson program to others; (5) 
development of more technical skills, such as skill in using SPSS or research methods; 
(6) consistency in faculty expectations on course requirements; (7) less turnover among 
faculty.  
 
Selected student responses: 
 No doubt the Jepson program strength is the amount of skills it teaches you and the way 
it prepares you in a way that a lot of other majors do not. It challenges you to examine 
yourself, examine others, examine society, and to develop several skills, critical thinking, 
public speaking, you learned how or why you should get involved in society. There really 
are too many strengths to list. 
Weaknesses, the only weakness is describing what the Jepson program is I guess. They 
work with you on that, but it is a hard thing to explain. It is a great thing, but hard to 
explain.  
The strengths are that the program does deliver an extensive look at the theories of 
leadership, at how individuals function in groups, one on one, understanding the 
dynamics of human relationships, and so providing the students the opportunities to go 
out in the field to see for themselves how different justice models are played out, or not 
played out, in real life. And to be able to start applying what we have learned, it is a very 
holistic approach to leadership because it supplies us the tools then makes us use the 
tools. 
Weaknesses, well going back to strengths, the faculty are wonderful, approachable, and 
always making sure we are on top of concepts and making sure we know the concepts to 
being successful Jepson students, they are a huge asset to the Jepson program. Then the 
comfortable environment, the great dynamic that exists in the classroom, of being able to 
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discuss openly what we think are important aspects of what we are studying and 
leadership at large. Weaknesses, maybe just more experiential opportunities would be 
good. Just because you learn though application and maybe one of the things you learn is 
that you can’t apply a theory perfectly, you can’t transition it perfectly page to page from 
how you learned it in a book to how you apply it to real life. Learning that first hand is a 
great experience and learning to adapt to be an effective leader, so maybe just more 
experiences in the field would be more beneficial for the Jepson program. 
The strengths and weaknesses of Jepson are what I touched upon in answering 
previous questions. So the strength is liberal arts, character it has, very good faculty it 
has, that students work with and learn a lot from, those are the biggest two then speaking 
of the weaknesses, I think that a little more can be done in the process of teaching the 
students how to apply what they learned in the Jepson school, so I think that focusing 
more on the valuable internships or focusing more on doing research with faculty or 
doing research in general would be very, very beneficial for future and prospective 
Jepson Students. 
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Question 16 
What was the most beneficial part of the program in building your leadership capacity 
(i.e. curriculum, instruction, experiential education (internship, interaction with other 
students/faculty, community-based education). 
 
Student summary: The students reported two items as being the most beneficial: 
instruction and experiential education. In particular the internship and the faculty were 
singled out for positive comments. The use of service learning, community based 
learning, and the internship provided the necessary linkage between theory and practice 
according to the responses and were seen as crucial to understanding material presented 
in the classroom. The quality of the faculty, and their passion for leadership studies, was 
reported as another program strength in building leadership capacity. Students point to 
the faculty relationship and engagement with students, and the quality instruction in the 
classroom as most beneficial.   
 
       Selected student responses: 
The curriculum is wonderful. There are some programs where you have these core 
courses and you just have to get through them and you just do not see why you take them 
to get to the next level. Every single core course I have taken I know why I took it and I 
can see how it influences every other class we take. I think the program is set up that you 
take your 101 class, or 102, and then these build up to Justice and Civil Society 
(Leadership 300), every course builds off of each other, and that they are created in a 
systematic way. So you have enough all these core courses, and then electives, some of 
which seem rather random, for example I took Folk Music and Protest Thought. That 
seems very random, but it came off of everything I had learned in my core classes, it just 
all made sense how it is set up. For example, we have an internship program that is 
something that is very unique to our school is something that President Ayres is trying to 
make uniform through the entire university, that comes after your junior year, which 
comes after you have taken enough of the core courses and you have the understanding 
and the ability after taking a number of courses to assess the situation, take a step back 
look at what is going on, look at someone who is effective or someone who is not, how 
are peoples in their communication skills, their listening skills, you have learned all of 
that and now you are able to apply it. I remember my sophomore year I had an internship, 
and I thought maybe I will get the internship course out of the way, my advisors said no, 
that it is scheduled during your junior year for a reason, and I understand that now that 
they have it all planned out that they have it planned for one course to build upon 
another, and it is there to guide your learning even though you yourself can guide it as 
well, so I think the school does a great job of creating a partnership where they know 
what they want you to learn, but they know you also know what you want to learn. They 
want you to listen and also have the freedom to make your own choices. I think a lot of 
this comes from the fact that the faculty is wonderful, I have had the best leadership 
professors ever, and I cannot say this about other classes I have taken. My leadership 
professors are supportive, they want you to do well, they care about you as a person, they 
try to get to know you, what type of interests you have, what type of study habits you 
have, what you want to do after college, I have professors who have given out their home 
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numbers, their cell phone numbers, and said, “if you ever need anything call me.” I have 
professors who have invited the class over for dinner and welcomed the class to their 
home, which is so unique that they make it so we feel comfortable, and while I think 
other professors can do this I truly feel my Jepson professors have gone above and 
beyond that. I formed a relationship with them. These are people that years down the 
road I could send them an e-mail and they would be receptive and excited, and they 
would e-mail me back immediately. These relationships are so stable and so helpful that 
the professors are here to promote learning, to bring out the best in every student. If you 
are struggling they will say, let us work together to do this. I remember my freshman 
year, toward the end of semester, I unfortunately had mono and it was unclear if I was 
going to be able to take my finals, my leadership and humanities professor sat down with 
me and said, whether or not you take my final, I don’t care, together we will work 
together so you can take some of the final so you do not have that looming over you over 
vacation. That is something I never heard from other schools, a professor be so kind and 
caring and that is something you find only the leadership school in that these professors 
take such and personal interest in you as an individual, they don’t just look at you as a 
student. They look at you as an actual person and human being, not as a child, rather as a 
young adult or an adult trying to come to where to they are and the professors are here to 
help you do that and I think that is the most important and unique thing about the Jepson 
school. I will definitely miss having professors like that in the few months when I 
graduate. It is something that my friends at other schools do not have those experiences, 
friends at other schools do not have that as well, very, very unique and something I will 
remember for the rest of my life about my Jepson professors, and years from now it is 
something I will fondly remember about my professors.  
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Alumni Interview Questions 
 
1. How have your views on leadership changed since graduation from Jepson and 
entrance to the work force? 
2. What is your perspective on the education you received from the Jepson School of 
Leadership Studies, and what, if any, did this education contribute to your experience 
in the work force? 
3. What, if any, changes would you recommend to the Jepson curriculum and pedagogy? 
